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ADVERTISEMENT. 


=a 


Tue present work, both in its Sanskrit portion and in its 
English, is an amended reprint of three volumes,’ pub- 
lished in India, which have already become very scarce. 
An abridged form of those volumes,’ which subsequently 


' Their titles here follow: 

“The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy of Kapila, with 
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentaries. [Book I.] Printed for 
tho use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. Allahabad : 
Printed at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup’t. 
1852.” 

“The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with 
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentary. Books IL, LIL, & 1V. 
In Sanskrit and English. Printed for the use of the Benares 
College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. (lst Edition, 550 Copies :=== 
Price 12 annas.) Allahabad: Printed at the Presbyterian Mission 
Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Superintendent. 1854.” 

‘The Aphorisms of the Sankhya Philosophy, by Kapila, with 
Illustrative Extracts from the Commentary by Vijnana-Bhikshu. 
Books V. & VI. Sanskrit and English. Translated by James 
R. Ballantyne, LL.D., Principal of the Govt. College, Benares. 
Printed for the use of the Benares College, by order of Govt. N. W. P. 
(1st Edition, 550 Copies :—Price 12 annas.) Allahabad: Printed 
at the Presbyterian Mission Press. Rev. L. G. Hay, Sup’. 1856.” 

3 Occupying Fasciculi 32 and 81 of the New Series of the Bidlio- 
theca Indica, issued in 1862 and 1865. The proof-sheets of only 
32 pages of the whole, from the beginning, were read by Dr. Bal- 
lantyne; the rest, by Professor Cowell. 

The title of the abridged form runs: “The Sankhya Aphorisms 
of Kapila, with Extracts from Vijnana Bhiks[h]u’s Commentary,” &c. 
But this is a misrepresentation, as regards Book I., which takes up 
63 pages out of the total of 175. The expository matter in that 
Book is derived, very largely, from other commentators than Vijndna. 
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appeared, contains nothing of the Sanskrit original but 
the Aphorisms. 

While, in the following pages, all the corrections 
obtainable from the abridgment have been turned to 
account, an immense number of improved readings have 
been taken from another source. Three several times I 
carefully read Dr. Ballantyne’s translation in as many 
different copies of it; entering suggestions, in the second 
copy, without reference to those which had been entered 
in the first, and similarly making independent sug- 
gestions in my third copy. All these’ were, on various 
occasions, submitted to Dr. Ballantyne; and such of them 
as did not meet his approval were crossed through. The 
residue, many more than a thousand, have been embodied 





Vedfnti Mahadeva mainly supplies it at the outset, and, towards 
the end, well nigh exclusively, Aniruddha. Some share of it, however, 
will not be traced; it having been furnished by one of Dr. Ballantyne’s 
pandits, whom I have repeatedly seen in the very act, as by his own 
acknowledgment, of preparing his elucidations. 

1 Many of them, especially in Books II.—VI., rest on readings 
of the original preferable to those which had been accepted. 

Though not fully published till 1856, my edition of the Sdukhya- 
pravachana-bhdshya, its preface alone excepted, was in print as early 
as 1853; and Dr. Ballantyne had a copy of it. A few arbitrarily 
chosen words apart, his text, after Book I., is borrowed from it 
throughout, but with no mention of the fact. My advice was unheeded, 
that he should ‘profit by the copious emendations which I had amassed 
and digested from better manuscripts than those to which I at first 
had access. Greatly to his disservice, he would not be induced even 
to look at them. It faring the same with my typographical cor. 
rections, he has, here and there, reproduced errors, more or less gross, 
which might easily have been avoided. See, for specimens, pp. 197, 
288, 357, 373, 374, 381, 390. 
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in the ensuing sheets, but are not indicated,’ as succes- 
sively introduced. The renderings proposed in the foot- 
notes are, for the most part, from among those which have 
recently occurred to me as eligible. 

That Dr. Ballantyne had any thought of reissuing, in 
whatever form, the volumes mentioned at the beginning 
of this Advertisement, I was unaware, till some years 
after he had made over the abridgment of them to 
Professor Cowell, for publication.? Otherwise, I should 
have placed at his disposal the materials towards improve- 
ment of his second edition, which, at the cost of no slight 
drudgery, are here made available. 

The Sdénkhya Aphorisms, in all the known com- 
mentaries on them, are exhibited word for word. The 
variants, now given, of the Aphorisms, afforded by acces- 
sible productions of that character, have been drawn from 
the works, of which only one has yet been printed, about 
to be specified :* 

I. The Santhya-pravachana-bhashya, by Vijnana Bhikshu. 
Revelant particulars I have given elsewhere. My oldest 


MS. of it was transcribed in 1654. 
elf 

1 Yor has attention been topically directed to sundry blemishes of 
idiom which have been removed; as, for example, by the substitution 
of ‘ unless’ for ‘without,’ of ‘in time’ for ‘through time,’ of ‘presently’ 
for ‘just,’ and of ‘ between the two’ for ‘ between both.’ 

2 “Atthe time of his departure from India, in 1860, Dr. Ballantyne 
left with me the MS. of his revised translation of the Sankhya 
Aphorisms.” “ Notice,” in the Bibliotheca Indica, New Series, No. 81. 

3 For details respecting these commentaries and their authors, see 
my Contribution towards an Index to the Bibliography of the 
Indian Philosophical Systems, or my Preface to the Sinkhya-sdra. 
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II. The Kédpila - sinkhya - pravachana - sitra-vritti, by 
Aniruddha. Of this I have consulted, besides a MS. 
copied in 1818, formerly the property of Dr. Ballantyne, 
one which I procured to be copied, in 1855, from an old 
MS. without date.’ 

II. The Laghu-sankhya-sitra-vritti, by Nagesa. Of 
this I have two MSS., both undated. One of them is 
entire; but the other is defective by the three first Books. 

IV. The Sankhya-pravachana-sitra-vritti-sara, by Ve- 
dinti Mahadeva. Here, again, only one of two MSS. 
which I possess is complete. The other, which breaks off 
in the midst of the comment on Book II., Aph. 15, is, in 
places, freely interpolated from No. I. Neither of them 
has a date. 

Nearly all my longer annotations, and some of the 
shorter, were scrutinized, while in the rough, by the 
learned Professor Cowell, but for whose searching criti- 
cisms, which cannot be valued too highly, they would, in 
several instances, have been far less accurate than they 
now are. 

F, I. 


MARLESFORD, SUFFOLK, 


Aug. 28, 1884. 


‘ T once bad a second copy of this very rare work, bearing no date, 
but most venerable in appearance. Like many of my manuscript 
treasures, it was lent, and never found its way back to me. 


PREFACE. 


Tue great body of Hindu Philosophy is based upon six 
sets of very concise Aphorisms. Without a commentary, 
the Aphorisms are scarcely intelligible; they being 
designed, not so much to communicate the doctrine of 
the particular school, as to aid, by the briefest possible 
suggestions, the memory of him to whom the doctrine 
shall have been already communicated. To this end they 
are admirably adapted; and, this being their end, the 
obscurity which must needs attach to them, in the eyes 
of the uninstructed, is not chargeable upon them us a 
fault. 

For various reasons it is desirable that there should be 
an accurate translation of the Aphorisms, with so much 
of gloss as may be required to render them intelligible. 
A class of pandits in the Benares Sanskrit College having 
been induced to learn English, it is contemplated that a 
version of the Aphorisms, brought out in _ successive 
portions, shall be submitted to the criticism of these men, 
and, through them, of other learned Bréhmans, so that 
any errors in the version may have the best chance of 
being discovered and rectified. The employment of such 
a version as @ Class-book is designed to subserve, further, 
the attempt to determine accurately the aspect of the 
philosophical terminology of the East, as regards that of 
the West. 

These pages, now submitted to the criticism of the 
pandits who read English, are to be regarded as proof- 
sheets awaiting correction. They invite discussion. 


J. R. B. 


BENABRES COLLEGE, 
Sth January, 1852. 
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SANKHYA APHORISMS 


OF 


KAPILA. 





BOOK I. 


a. Salutation to the illustrious sage, Kapila !! 


b. Well, the great sage, Kapila, desirous of raising the 
world [from the Slough of Despond in which he found it 
sunk], perceiving that the knowledge of the excellence of 
any fruit, through the desire [which this excites] for the 
fruit, is a cause of people’s betaking themselves to the 
means [adapted to the attainment of the fruit], declares 
[as follows] the excellence of the fruit [which he would 
urge our striving to obtain] :* 


ay fafa: area apace T RATS: 4 


Aph. 1. Well, the complete cessation 
of pain [which is] of three kinds is the 
complete end of man. 


 MratteTaay AA: i 

aa arefeteaerata: after: wera 
SAQA WABI AMAT A AU 
UI RAATCAATE Il 


The subject proposed. 
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a. The word ‘well’ serves as a benediction;! [the 
particle atha being regarded as an auspicious one]. 


b. By saying that the complete cessation of pain, which 
is of three kinds,—viz., (1) due to one’s self (ddhyatmika), 
(2) due to products of the elements (adhibhautika), and 
(3) due to supernatural causes (adhidaivika),—is the com- 
plete end of man, he means to say that it is the chief end 
of man, among the four human aims, [viz., merit, wealth, 
pleasure, and /iberation (see Sdhitya-darpana§ 2)};? because 
the three are transitory, whereas liberation is not transi- 
tory: such is the state of the case. 


, c. But then, let it be that the above- 
A question whether the : . 

end may not be attained mentioned cessation [of all the three 
by oraiary need kinds of pain] is the complete end of 
man; still, what reason is there for betaking one’s self to a 
doctrinal system which is the cause of a knowledge of the 
truth, in the shape of the knowledge of the difference 
between Nature and Soul, when there are casy remedies 
for bodily pains, viz., drugs, &c., and remedies for mental 
pains, viz., beautiful women and delicate food, &., and 
remedies for pains due to products of the elements, viz., 
the residing in impregnable localities, &., as is enjoined 
in the institutes of polity, and remedies for pains due to 
supernatural causes, viz., gems [such as possess marvellous 


prophylactic properties], and spells, and herbs of mighty 


‘MY WT ASAT: Il 

’ faforrartaarientaanticfaare- 
Tay PATA ATTA TRT ATTY uU- 
RAGA AU AE: URI TVA “ara. 
ararerearenaa feta ATA: 


BOOK I., APH. 2. 3 


power, &c.; and when [on the other hand], since it is hard 
to get one to grapple with that very difficult knowledge 
of truth which can be perfected only by the toil of many 
successive births, it must be still more hard to get one to 
betake himself to the doctrinal system [which treats of the 
knowledge in question]? Therefore [i.e., seeing that this 
may be asked] he declares [as follows] :} 


a seraietataqacaagtaedata il 2 y 


rae ul ¢ 
Aph, 2. The effectuation of this’ Ain 


The end is not to te plete cessation of pain] 1s not [to be 
attained by ordinary os 
pias. expected] by means of the visible [such 


as wealth, &c.]; for we see [on the 
loss of wealth, &c.,|] the restoration [of the misery and 
evil, | after [its temporary] cessation. 


SALA ATTRTTTATT wa- 
FRUTAACAAT AT ASTIN TST FT 
ed: WUT: afaaaaraarratai AlTAa- 
¢: afradarat aeitfaeradctaarfuarte. 
aqumadarat atfarraafeetacaaen- 
araaardtaahieaacetaadaat A- 
PUAAAATNa A TATU TAA ATH. 
quae aaNMAsfagent wae. 
VAT WMAFAGHAATATST ATE 

® Instead of faae, the reading of Aniruddba, and of most 
MSS., Vijudna has, to the same effect, TYAS ~ Ed. 
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a. ‘The visible,’ in the shape of the drugs, &c., above- 
mentioned! [§ 1. c.]. 


b. ‘ The effectuation of this,’ i.e., the effectuation of the 
complete cessation of pain.? 


c. Why is it not [to be thus effected]? Because, after 
the cessation (the cessation of pain is understood), we see 
its restoration, the springing up again of pain in general,? 
{from whichever of its three sources (§ 1. 6.) ]. 


d. The state of the matter is this: not by the expedients 
above-mentioned is there such a removal of pain, that no 
pain arises thereafter; for, when, by this or that expedient, 
this or that pain has been destroyed, we see other pains 
springing up. Therefore, though it be not easy [§1. c.], 
the knowledge of truth [as a complete remedy] ts to be 
desired.* 


e. But then, grant that fu¢wre pain is not debarred by 
drugs, &c., [employed to remove present pain], still, by 


 SUTSATAUTFRATT tl 
 afafag ateratrafarare: 
anata aa farzae: tA T ATA AT 

fafa daIsqafeaiare-wardtarafeed 
ara | 

‘sa areal ATaeae arrafafafirer 
gafaghetata Tag aRRE ay aevafa 
Guratrafwedard | aeTeqaTAste a- 
aarataaatata " 


BOOK I., APH. 4. 9) 


again and again obviating it [as often as it presents itself], 
there may be the cessation of future pain, also. This doubt 
he states [as follows] :' 


Da aA AT AA ATA ATR 
BTUAA Wt 3 


a oe Aph. 3. [Let us consider the doubt] 
f 
he a wt. that the soul’s desire [the cessation of 
tained by the recurrent Hain, may result] from exertions for 
use of ordinary means. ae : : 
the obviation [of pain], as is the case 
with the obviation of daily hunger. 


a. When pain shall arise [let us suppose one to argue], 
then it is to be obviated; and thus there is the soul’s 
desire, the cessation of pain; just as one should eat, when 
there is hunger; and thus there is the soul’s desire of the 
eater, viz., the cessation of hunger. In regard to this 
[doubt] he states the recognized decision : 


Wareerarenya sia aaraaarsa: WATaA- 
usu 


\ ara BT yeraurfehrartagafarahaearat- 
fa Ua: Ua: vata ¢ Arfagafra- 
facta enfefa wR | 

> qet gaya | adel anfaada aa 
4 Gafargta: Wearat Gat Aer yaad AI- 
WG TATA afaqfa: URGE afa frara- 


afew 
8 The more ordinary reading of MSS., and that of Aniruddha, is 
GATOS, ‘excellence,’ not YSTT°O with Vijnana. Ed. 
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Aph. 4. This [method of palliatives 

er peeneereae (§3)] is to be rejected by those who are 

versed in evidence; because it is not 

everywhere possible [to employ it at all], and because, even 

if this were possible, there would be an impossibility as 

regards [ensuring] the perfect fitness [of the agents 
employed]. 


a. For there are not physicians, &c., in every place and 
at alltimes; and [to rely on physicians, &c., would not be 
advisable], even if there were the possibility,—i.e., even if 
these were [always at hand], since physicians are not per- 
fect [in their art];—-for pain cannot with certainty be got 
rid of by means of physicians, &c., with their drugs, We. 
Moreover, when corporeal pain has departed, there may 
still be that which is mental, &c.; so that there is not 
[under such circumstances], in every respect, lberation 
from pain. For these reasons, such a soul’s aim [as that 
which contents itself with temporary palliatives] is to be 
rejected by those who are versed in evidence,’ [1.e., who are 
acquainted with authoritative treatises |. 


6. He mentions another proof? [of his assertion] : 


‘afe adfen adferara agra: 
afta miasta asia aqrdiai aarirar- 
afe aanfeficaasanienfcat oe ad 

wera | fa a unditererana area 
wiq fa a aaa earfeara: | acarn- 
ATTRA TS sUTRaTaT Va She 


| TRTATATE It 
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THATCH ATS VARIA: | | 


Aph. 5. Also [an inferior method 
Scriptural evidencetn ought not to be adopted,] because of 
JSavour of this view. F ; : 
the preeminence of Liberation [as 
proved] by the text [of Scripture declaratory | of its pre- 
eminence above all else. 


a. One ought not to endeavour after the removal of this 
or that pain by these and those expedients [§ l.c.]; since 
Liberation (moksha), by being eternal, is transcendent as 
a remover of all pains. Moreover, one ought to endeavour 
only after the knowledge of truth, which is the means 
thereof [1.e., of Liberation]; because the Scripture tells 
its pre-eminence above all [other objects of endeavour], in 
the text: ‘There is nothing beyond the gaining of Soul,’ 
[with the utter exclusion of pain |.’ 


6. But then [it may be suggested], when you say /ibera- 
tion, we understand you to mean from bondage. And 1s 
that bondage essential? Or is it adventitious? In the 
former case, it is incapable of destruction ; if it come under 
the latter head, it will perish of itself, [like any other 
adventitious and, therefore, transitory thing]. What 
have we to do with your ‘ knowledge of truth,’ then? ‘T'o 
this he replies [as follows] :? 


a aeRaTaeaE ATS Ufaas ATA 
faaast AISA TABeeaIATHaT | ATH- 
arMiadt a faga efa warenaradcry are 
Ua TaN wa afaaay it 


ate Are sara aerfefa ndtad | aa 
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wfaracapran: tt Stl 


Aph. 6. And there is no difference 


An objection met. = Hetween the two. 


a. There is no difference in the applicability of libera- 
tion, on either of the suppositions, that the bondage is 
essential, and that it is adventitious, [supposing it were 
either (see § 19. 5.)]. That is to say, we can tell both 
how the bondage takes place, and how the liberation takes 
place.} 


b. Now, with the view of demonstrating [the real nature 
of ] Bondage and Liberation, he declares, exclusively, in 
the first place, the objections to Bondage’s being essential ° 
[§ 5. b.]: 


FT SPT TAS ATaaTUATTS Tay: 9 ti 


" Liberation must be Anh. 7. There would be no rule in 
possible ; else the means oes : : 
Ete Wise been Ga the enjoining of means for the libera 
joined. tion of one bound essentially. 


aa: fai erentas SAVITSH: | ATA AT- 
Waris Vad TF agate | fa azagT- 
AAT We tl 

‘ware GpTfsarraasaarey- 
warareaasfana: | qat qayairaqufaaar 
FATA AM FA AR WHA TAA: | 

"HY AMAIA RUTAATe! ATareAaT- 
Mifsaet AAT CAUTATE Il 


BOOK I., APH. 7. 9 


a. Since Liberation has been stated [§ 1] to result from 
the complete cessation of pain, [it follows that] Bondage 
is the junction of pain; and this is not essentia/ in man. 
For, if that were the case, then there would be no rule, 
1.e., no fitness, in the Scriptural or legal injunction of 
means for liberation: such is what must be supplied, [to 
complete the aphorism]. Because, to explain our mean- 
ing [by an illustration], fire cannot be liberated from its 
heat, which is essential to it; since that which is essential 
exists as long as the substance exists.’ 


6. And it hag been declared in the Divine Song [the 
[swara-gité,] : ‘If the soul were essentially foul, or im- 
pure, or changeable, then its liberation could not take 
place even through hundreds of successive births.’ ” 


c. [Since some one may be disposed to say] ‘ Grant that 
there is no fitness [in the Scriptural and legal injunctions, 
(§ 7. a.)], what have we to do with that?’ Therefore he 
declares [as follows] :° 


‘SUAS SRP a 
4 USe a anf: | ae afa Area 
ANAT Aral ward = fattest 
a add efa fa: a ara: eqeafaaer 
SUATATEY: — eaqnifaaea aazga- 
Faearteta 4Ta: 

Te akon Wate Aferat 
saat faard ereraa:! afz ae 
TSA ATATATTATAT a It 


 waaEr fararadad TE tl 
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ATARI ANT aS Aaa AA YUTA A 
ATTA tt tt 


Aph. 8. Since an essential nature 
Scripture would be . . : Pinte 
nugatory, if pain were 18 imperishable, unauthoritativeness, 
ane betokened by impracticableness, [ would 
be chargeable against the Scripture, if pain were essential 
to humanity |. 


a. That is to say: since the essential nature of anything 
is imperishable, 1. e., endures as long as the thing itself, 
it would follow [on the supposition that pain is essential 
to humanity], that, since Liberation is ¢tmpossible, the 
Scripture which enjoins the means for its attainment is a 
false authority, inasmuch as it is impracticable! [in its 
injunctions. And this is out of the question; Scripture 
being assumed, here, as in all the others of the six systems, 
to be an exact measure of truth]. 


6. But then [some one may say], let it be an injunction 
[to use means for the attainment of an unattainable 
object], on the mere strength of Scripture ;? [and, since 
Scripture is an unquestionable authority, we may be ex- 
cused from asking or answering the question, why the 
injunction is given]. To this he replies [as follows]: 


aTRTUeNfatyeufessaaaeNN: tl @ i 





' SATART AAT aa SeaTAT- 
MUMIAA AHATATISIAAT A eTA MAU 
arareg earfeay: 

aq BfaaAearsqelat WTAATE 


BOOK I., APH. 10. 11 


An impracticable in- Aph. 9. There is no rule, where 
junction ts no rule, ° ; ° ; o 6 
something impossible is enjoined: 
though it de enjoined, it is no injunction. 


a. There can be no fitness, or propriety, in an injunc- 
tion with a view to an impossible fruit ; seeing that, though 
something be enjoined, or ordered [to be effected] by 
means that are impracticable, this is no injunction at all, 
but only the sembiance of an injunction; because it stands 
to reason, that not even the Veda can make one see sense 
in an absurdity : such is the meaning.! 


6. Here he comes upon a doubt :? 


WHITAS ATTA Ut 90 


M Asaescieaeeane Aph. 10. If [some one says} asin 
eetiial be not remov- the case of white cloth, or of a seed, 

[something essential may be not irre- 
movable, then he will find his answer in the next 
aphorism |. 


a. But then [the doubter is supposed to argue], the 
destruction even of what is essential [in spite of what is 
stated under § 7] is seen; as, for example, the essential 
whiteness of white cloth is removed by dyeing, and the 
essential power of germination in a seed is removed by 





‘area Gade faire a 
wiafa wa sufee fafedsamqroraat- 
gen wa a Hata fa qUeNPTIA Ta ATL 
aad aasft a arradifa ararfeaa: tt 


BT WE | 
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fire. Therefore, according to the analogy of the white 
cloth and the seed, it is possible that there should be the 
removal of the bondage of the soul, even though it were 
essential. So, too, there may be [without any impropriety] 
the enjoinment of the means thereof. Well, if/[any one 
argues thus], such is the meaning! [of the aphorism, to 
which he proceeds to reply]. 


4. He declares? [the real state of the case, with reference 
to the doubt just raised] : 


THIRATIRANAT ATTRTIET: tl 99 


Hiieten Giancoen Aph. 11. Since both perceptibleness 
sential property may be and [subsequent] non-perceptibleness 
hidden, but not removed. : é 

may belong to some power [which is 
indestructible], it is not something impracticable that is 
enjoined, [when one is directed to render some inde- 
structible power imperceptible]. 


a. In regard even to the two examples above-mentioned 
[§ 10], people do not give an injunction for (the positive 
destruction of ] something essential, which is indestructible 
[§ 8]. Why [do we say this]? Because, in these two 


aa Sapfaaraarar gia AA Ws: 
uzey SaPahas Iw wiaradtad Wat a 
faa warufaugitactaaadad | 
Wa: WHIcaa Ts errata qa 
STITT: Tea dradifa | qeea aarsat- 
wan: enfefa feed: i 
* Barra It 


BOOK I., APH. ll. 13 


instances of the perceptibleness and non-perceptibleness of 
a power [the powers, namely, of appearing white and of 
germinating (see § 10.a.)], there are merely the manifes- 
tation and [afterwards] the hiding of the whiteness, &c., 
but not the removal of the whiteness, or of the power of 
germination ; because, that is to say, the whiteness of the 
dyed cloth and the germinating power of the roasted 
seed can again be brought out by the processes of the 
bleacher, &c., [in the case of the dyed cloth], and by the 
will of the Y. ogt, [the possessor of supernatural powers, in 
the case of the roasted seed], &c.' 


6. Having thus disproved the notion that bondage is 
essential [to man], wishing to disprove also the notion 
that it is the result of some [adherent] cause, he rejects 
the [various supposable] causes, viz., Time, &c.:? 





‘SaVTaanyrNy pafaarara- 
eat Tata; Tafa) aa | eRERAT- 
aWaPal geragd waareufasrafacter- 
aaa aad Aq UT RATECT AAT: | 
THA feaqrartai fiiaearfefra THIZHE- 
ata: Wa: irgrageraarfatrarfefa 
HTaq: Il 


Ta gery anifaad facaey afafa- 
aaata frrafcafafaanta ararafa fa- 
vata 1 
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a araariat aifuart faaer wad- 
FATT Ul 92 Xt 


Tinea apple. Aph. 12. Not from connexion with 
to all, cannot bethe cause time [does bondage befall the soul]; 
of the bondage of a part. 


because this, all-pervading and eter- 
nal, is [eternally] associated with a//, [and not with those 
alone who are in bondage]. 


a. The bondage of man is not caused by time; because 
[if that were the case,] there could be no such separation 
as that of the (iberated and uniiberated ; because time, which 
applies to everything, and is eternal, is at all times asso- 
ciated with all men,' [and must, therefore, bring aid into 
bondage, if any]. 


4 STALVTATSURATT 1! 93 tt 


Aph. 13. Nor (does bondage arise] 
Place, for the same f . ‘th p/ ‘th f 
reason, cannot be the irom connexion with place, either, for 
cause. the same [reason]. 


a. That is to say: bondage does not arise from con- 
nexion with place. Why? ‘For the same reason,’ i.e., for 
that stated in the preceding aphorism, viz., that, since it 
[viz., place] is connected with a// men, whether liberated 





‘a atefataan: cee qa anfaat 
fr AAA TI: Wed: ataraTqaen 
VIMAR TRA TT TATA: It 


BOOK I., APH. 14. 15 


or not liberated, bondage would [in that case] befall the 
isberated, also.! 


ATARI al SAUAATARIM: 93 tt 


Aph. 14. Nor [does the bondage of 

_ The soul is not kept the soul arise] from its being condi- 

tn Bondage °y Hs bend tioned [by its standing among circum- 

stances that clog it by limiting it]; 

because that is the fact in regard to [not the soul, but] 
the body. 


a. By ‘condition’ we mean the being in the shape of a 
sort of association. The bondage [of the soul] does not 
arise from that; because that is the property of the dody 
[and not of the soul]; because, that is to say, bondage 
might befall even the liberated [which is impossible], if 
that which is the fact in regard to another could occasion 
the bondage of one quite different.” 


6. But then [some one might say], det this conditioned 
state belong to the soul. On this point [to prevent muis- 
takes], he declares :* 


eaarratsty A ARE | Ae | AKAT- 
AQAA AAA AAT TAA TANARATT A 
qaraateayy: tt 

* Haw darafavteenal | dat 4 aat- 
WA CRUAATCUIARR alayreaTaaaa 
vata qanrqafifa ara: 

* AT TRRSATIRT WTAE It 
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WAAISa FRI sha 9 tt 


Aph. 15. Because this soul is 
The soul ts absolute. [ynassociated with any conditions or 
circumstances that could serve as its 

bonds, it 1s] absolute. 


a. The word iti here shows that it [i.e., the assertion 
conveyed in the aphorism] is a reason; the construction 
with the preceding aphorism being this, that, since the 
soul is unassociated, it belongs only to the body to be 
conditioned.’ 


A HAUTATAAT ADAH A 4% It 


Aph. 16. Nor [does the bondage of 
soul arise] from any work; because 
[works are] the property of another 
[viz., the mind], and because it [the bondage] would be 
eternal,® [if the case were as you imagine]. 


The fruit of works 
belongs not to the soul. 


1 At Dd “~ 
afaedl WeENAAATawTa = eeAT- 
~ 
qwanfafa waasaraa: tt 
OO HA 

2 The commentator Aniruddha omits the final word, J. Ed. 

8 Professor Wilson’s Dictionary erroneously gives ‘ uninterrupted 
continuance’ as one of the definitions of atiprasanga; and that 
definition, in all probability, suggested ‘eternal’ to the translator, 
who here had to do with atiprasakti. Near the end of a, in the 
next page but one, atiprasanga is rendered ‘undue result.’ For the 
synonymous at7prasakit and atiprasanga, respectively, see Aph. 53, 
with the comment on it, and the comment on Aph. 16], of this Book. 

Colebrooke, on various occasions, represents one or other of these 
terms by ‘wrest,’ ‘straining a rule,’ ‘room for misconstruction,’ &c. 
As technicalities, they generally signify ‘illegitimately extended 
application ’ of a canon, notion, or the like. Fd. 
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a. That is to say: moreover, the bondage of the soul 
does not arise from any work, whether enjoined or forbid- 
den; because works are the property of another, i.e., not 
the property of the soul | but of the mind]. And, if, through 
a property of another, the bondage of one quite distinct 
could take place, then bondage might befall even the libe- 
rated!, [through some acts of some one else]. 


6. But then [some one may say], this objection does not 
apply, if we hold that bondage may arise from the acts of 
the associate® [viz., the mental organ]: so, with allusion to 
this, he states another reason, ‘and because it would be 
eternal,’ i.e., because bondage, in the shape of connexion 
with pain, would occur [where it does not,] even in such 
cases as the universal dissolution® [of the phenomenal 
universe, including the mental organ, but noé the soul]. 


ec. But then [some one may sa if 
A doubt whether the L y yl, 


bondage, also, belonys not that be the Case, then let the bondage, 


to sumething else than : , ry 
i too, in the shape of connexion with 


pain, belong [not to the soul, but] to 
the mind alone. in accordance with the principle that it 
have the same locus as the works [to which it is due] ; 
and, since it is an established point that pain is an affection 


a fafzafafagaaurty geqey aay: 
AAUISTIAACATAAAMTEIa: | WI 
VAT AMI Fal FARA FATA: 1 

2 Upddhi, for which see p. 53, 1, infra. Ed. 

‘ay earanrfianar aanstat ATs es 
WMNITGT Faararzfanaaata AAIAleI- 
aty ewarrenqanqaaay: i 
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of the mind, why is bondage [i.e., connexion with pain] 
assumed of the sou/, also? With reference to this doubt, 
he declares [as follows] :! 


fafararirqaatararaa tl 99 tl 


Aph. 17. If it were the property of 
Why it ts to the soul 
that the bondage muse ®0Y other, then there could not be 
helong. diverse experience. 


a. If bondage, in the shape of connexion with pain, . 
were the property of another, i.e., a property of the mind, 
there could be no such thing as diverse experience; there 
could be no such different experience as one man’s ex- 
periencing pain, and another man’s not: (for, it must be 
remembered, it is not in point of mind, but of soul, that 
men are held, by Kapila, to be numerically different]. 
Therefore, it must be admitted that pain is connected with 
the soul, also. And this [pain that belongs to the soul] 
is in the shape merely of a reflexion of the pain [that at- 
taches to its attendant organism]; and this reflexion is of 
its own attendant [organism] only ; so that there is no undue 
result’ [deducible from our theory]. 





aq VaITEdshy Fey: AAaTATAT- 
fracas fread owe foaui- 
ata: faerara faay ceaeity qed ary 
ZUTVSTATATE I 

-SeaTmEraaiauaa frara fa 
Favarnacata: afaea ewret afa- 
afa fafaninnaqaufa: | waa: geasfa 
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6. He rejects also the notion that Nature (prakriti) is 
directly the cause of bondage :! 


Dept atraararas TMT ATT UTTA HAAN IG 


Aph. 18. If [you say that the soul’s 
Nature ts not ; 
immediate cause of the bondage arises| from Nature, as its 
Penge tear cause, [then I say] ‘no;’ [because] that, 
also, is a dependent thing. 


a. But then [some one may say], let bondage result from 
Nature, as its cause. If you say so, I say ‘no;’ because 
that, also, i.e., Nature, also, is dependent on the conjunction 
which is to be mentioned in the next aphorism ; because, 
if it [Nature] were to occasion bondage, even without that 
[conjunction which is next to be mentioned], then bond- 
age would occur even in such cases as the universal 
dissolution,’ [when soul 1s altogether disconnected from the 
phenomenal]. 


Cuan: Hara: | aa gunfafaaen wa 
ufafaaa catTaTata vadifa arfanag 
ata i 

ereaptataraaaay FATIH 
uta i 

2 Here and in the comment, I have corrected aeaarta. Ed. 

wy aafatatrarsean vafafa da aa- 
wet att nAdTaRTE TeTATUAaT 
unaea da faafa aaa nearareafy 
TAUMAHTA It 
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b. If the reading [in the aphorism] be nibandhand' [in 
the lst case, and not in the dth], then the construction will 
be as follows: ‘If [you say that] the bondage is caused 
by Nature,’ &c.? 

c. Therefore, since Nature can be the cause of bondage, 
it as depending on something else [i.e., on the conjunc- 
tion to be mentioned in the next pphorienl through this 
very sort of conjunction [it follows that] the bondage is 
reflexional, like the heat of water due to the conjunction of 
fire ;* [water being held to be essentially cold, and to seem 
hot only while the heat continues in conjunction with it]. 


d. He establishes his own tenet, while engaged on this 
point, in the very middle‘ [of his criticisms on erroneous 
notions in regard to the matter; for there are more to 
come]: 


1 PAYERS CATA 
Med UN 9e tt 


1 This is the lection preferred by Aniruddha and his followers. £d. 

‘faq uafefa me nafafraarn 
vam afefa GIsTA I 

Mal Lawl nanferaeraree WAATAT- 

eq aamfanuerartyat aansttataarti- 
srareagatefa tt 

‘ efaaraaqaa Dasara wara- 
wate tl 


5 Here follows, in the first edition, the particle d, for which no 
authority has been discovered. The word translating it I have re- 
tained, but bracketed. a. 
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Aph. 19. [But] not without the con- 
What really is the junction thereof [i.e., of Nature] is 
relalwn of its bondaye : : . 
to the soul, there the connexion of that [i.e., of 
pain] with that [viz., the soul, ] which is 

ever essentially a pure and free intelligence. 


a. Therefore,’ without the conjunction thereof, i.e., with- 
out the conjunction of Nature, there is not, to the soul, 
any connexion with that, i.e., any connexion with bond- 
age; but, moreover, just through that [connexion with 
Nature] does bondage take place.’ 


b. In order to suggest the fact that the bondage 
[of the soul] is reflexional [and not inherent in it, either 
essentially or adventitiously |, he makes use of the indirect 
expression with a double negative, [‘not without’]. For, 
if bondage were produced by the conjunction [of the soul] 
with Nature, as colour is produced by heating [in the case 
of a jar of black clay, which becomes red in the baking], 
then, just like that, it would continue even after disjunc- 
tion therefrom ; [as the red colour remains in the Jar, after 
the fire of the brick-kiln has been extinguished, whereas 
the red colour occasioned in a crystal vase by a China-rose, 
while it occurs not without the China-rose, ceases, on the 
removal thereof]. Hence, as bondage ceases, on the dis- 
junction [of the soul] from Nature, the bondage is merely 
reflexional, and neither essential [§ 5. 6.] nor adventitious® 


(§ 11. 6.]. 


eR Ene peremainoeiomat, 


1 The Sanskrit word thus rendered was inadvertently omitted in 
the oe edition. een here supplies the comment. Hd. 


* PRATT TSA vataaart frat a We 
ae Aart agar stea lata d aa wz 
ART tt 

* qRAQraryaranera asada Tats: t 
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c. In order that there may not be such an error as that 
of the Vaiseshikas, viz., [the opinion that there is] an abso- 
lutely real conjunction [of the soul] with pain, he says 
‘which is ever,’ &c. [§19]. That 1s to say: as the con- 
nexion of colour with essentially pure crystal does not take 
place without the conjunction of the China-rose [the hue 
of which, seen athwart the crystal, seems to belong to the 
crystal], just so the connexion of pain with the soul, ever 
essentially pure, &c., could not take place without the con- 
junction of some accidental associate; that is to say, pain, 
&c., cannot arise spontaneously,’ [any more than a red 
colour can arise spontancously in the crystal which is 
essentially pure]. 


d. This has been declared, in the Saura, as follows: 
‘ As the pure crystal is regarded, by people, as red, in con- 
sequence of the proximity of something [as a China-rose | 


afe fe aan craTEr gatas: ET- 
Wel dees afeariswaada | wa: Waa 
faa aeumirarerarfia wa Fait a a ST- 
aifaart afafaart afa tt 

' Sufaaranifas acarfian e:aart eta 
war a yfeaaed fawarfe! aat eqAt- 
qvemicaa unt a waart fan aed 
qua frees qeraararkraari 
faat SMaaEN 4 aed Sat FATA aT. 
Teaqy: 
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that lends its colour, in like manner the supreme soul! [is 
regarded as being affected by pain].’ 


e. In that [aphorism, 19], the perpetual purity means 
the being ever devoid of merit and demerit; the perpetual 
intelligence means the consisting of uninterrupted thought; 
and the perpetual liberatedness means the being ever dis- 
sociated from rea/ pain: that is to say, the connexion with 
pain in the shape of a reflexion is not a real bondage,” [any 
more thar the reflexion of the China-rose is a real stain 
in the crystal]. 


Jj. And so the maker of the aphorism means, that the 
cause of its bondage is just a particular conjunction [§ 19.c.]. 
And now enough as to that point.’ 


g. Now he rejects [§18.d.] certain causes of [the soul’s| 
bondage, preferred by others :4 


ae Mt war fe Bae cH: cafes 
MAA Hail THAAD TIUTATRG 
fa tt 

aa franend aera fara- 
qeaaaafagad fara aeracarty- 
aq aaa UfafeaQre: area a. 
ait Fed sft ATA: 

aa a aanfawe Wary qaRAdat 
waged TUT | 

‘ eriarhmaraedraata | 
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APAATASAAGA ARTA tl 20 tt 


The Veildntic tenet on Aph. 20. Not from Ignorance, too, 
ad ae [does the soul’s bondage arise]; be- 


cause that which is not a reality is not adapted to binding. 


a. The word ‘too’ is used with reference to the previously 
mentioned ‘Time,’ &c.,’ [§ 12, which had been rejected, as 
causes of the bondage, antecedently to the statement, in 
$19, of the received cause]. 


b. Neither, too, does [the soul’s] union with bondage 
result directly from ‘Ignorance,’ as is the opinion of those 
who assert: non-duality [or the existence of no reality save 
one (see Vedanta-sira, § 20. b.)]; because, since their ‘Ig- 
norance’ is not a real thing, it is not fit to bind; because, 
that is to say, the binding of any one with a rope merely 
dreamt of was never witnessed.’ 


c. But, if ‘Ignorance’ be a reality [as some assert], then 
he declares [as follows] :* 


aac faaraeita: 29 i 


Aph. 21. Tf it (‘Ignorance ’] be [as- 


The Veddnti cannot gerted, by you, to be] a reality, th 
evade the objection, with- 7 y you, | Ja ee 
out stultifying himself, | there is an abandonment of the [Ve- 


dantic] tenet, [by you who profess to 
follow the Vedanta]. 


afr: WaT RATATAT ETAT It 

afaatatsta a aretsTanitseaar- 
feat carafe waa TAT FATAT- 
faurafe qrsssat aera eufaerd: i 

> afaqran Aeqrt ATE | 
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a. That is to say: and, if you agree that ‘ Ignorance’ is 
a reality, then you abandon your own implied dogma [see 
Nyaya Aphorisms I., § 31] of the unreality of ‘ Ignorance;”! 
[and so you stultify yourself]. 


6. He states another objection : 


famidlaearataa tt 22 1 


Aph. 22. And [if you assume ‘ Igno- 

2 The iro rance’ to be a reality, then] there would 
out conceding a duality. be a duality, through [there being] 
something of a different kind [from 

soul; which you asserters of non-duality cannot contem- 


plate allowing]. 


a. That is to say: if ‘Ignorance’ is real and without a 
beginning, then it is eternal, and coordinate with Soul: if 
[therefore] it be no¢ soul, then there is a duality, through 
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul ; 
and this the Vedantis cannot intend to establish] ; because 
these followers of the Vedanta, asserting non-duality, hold 
that there is neither-a duality through there being some- 
thing of the same kind [with soul], nor through there 
being something of a different kind. 


‘afte aifaarat adr eitfraa ael 
AMG MTATAT TAT TAS aifatca: i 

’ SUUTATATE I 

* wea fart TePTATAT eRteT PAT ST 
Wawa frardtaeae | a fe aafaar 
— aardafaardtasand Aaa 

T 
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6. He ponders a doubt :! 


FAREPITRA Bq" 23 ti 


Aph, 23. If [the Vedanti alleges, re- 
allen, that Imag’ garding ‘ Ignorance,’ that] it is in the 
ts at once real and un- ghape of both these opposites, [then we 
real, 

shall say ‘no,’ for the reason to be 
assigned in the next aphorism]. 


a. The meaning is: if [the Vedanti says that] ‘Igno- 
rance’ is not rea/,—else there would be a duality through 
[there being] something of a different kind [from soul, 
which a follower of the Vedanta cannot allow],—and, 
moreover, it is not wnreal, because we experience its 
effects; but it is in the shape of something at once real 
and unreal,” [like Plato’s 6v «at wn dv: (see Vedanta- 
sara, §21)]. 


a aTgareramdia: ul 2g i 


Aph. 24. [To the suggestion that 

There is no such thing ‘Tonorance’ 1s at once real and unreal, 
as a thing ut once real , P , ‘ 

Gn anPeal: we say| ‘no;’ because no such thing is 


known [as is at once real and unreal. | 


a. That is to say: it is not right to say that ‘ Ignorance’ 
ig at once real and unreal. The reason of this he states 
in the words ‘ because no such thing,’ &c.; because any 
such thing as is at once real and unreal is not known. 


' TH A 

osfaat a adt aa famdaearate- 
area araraaaiia ¢ aeagat wfe- 
IT: tt 
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For, in the case of a dispute, it is necessary that there 
should be an example of the thing [1.e. (see Nyaya Apho- 
risms, I., § 25), a case in which all parties are agreed that 
the property in dispute is really present]; and, as regards 
your opinion, such is not to be found; [for, where 1s there 
anything in regard to which both parties are agreed that 
it is at once real and unreal, as they are agreed that fire 
is to be met with on the culinary hearth ?]: such is the 
impor. 


6. Again he ponders a doubt ? 


a aa Vgeraatennt aufiarfead eu i 


Aph. 25. [Possibly the Vedanti may 

A question whether the yemonstrate| ‘ We are not asserters of 
Veddnti 18 bound to a- aa ‘ ° digg : 
vod sel/-contradictivn. any Six Categories, like the Vaiseshi- 


kas and others.’ 


a. ‘Weare not asserters of a definite set of categories 
(like the Vaiseshikas, who arrange all things under six 
heads, and the Naiyayikas, who arrange them under six- 
teen]. Therefore, we hold that there is such a thing, 
unknown though it be [to peoplein general], as ‘ Igno- 
rance’ which is at once real and unreal, or [if you prefer 
it], which differs at once from the real and the unreal [see 


‘ weacufaata a gatas: | at Fq- 
are aeitfa aeague aeafaefa were- 
wanda: | frarerane fe aaqfa gera aT- 
awa: a FT Aaadsntas efa Ara: tt 

Oa: WET | 
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Vedanta-sira, § 21] ; because this is established by proofs,’ ! 
[Scriptural or otherwise, which are satisfactory to us, 
although they may not comply with all the technical requi- 
sitions of Gotama’s scheme of argumentative exposition 
(see Nyaya Aphorisms, I., § 35)]. 


6. By the expression [in the aphorism] ‘and others ’ are 
meant the Naiyayikas; for the Nazyayika is an asserter 
of sixteen categories” [see Nyaya Aphorisms, I., § 1]. 


c. He confutes* [this pretence of evading the objection, 


by disallowing the categories of the Nyaya]: 


sfaaaasta arate duagiserat ar- 
aTraafeaaaa ll 2 i 


Aph. 26. Even although this be not 


The self-contradictory compulsory [that the categories be 
ts altoyether tnadmis- : : ° 
sible: six, or sixtecn], there is no acceptance 


of the inconsistent; else we come to 
the level of children, and madmen, and the like. 


a. Let there be [accepted] no system of categories [such 
as that of the Vaiseshika, § 25]; still, since being and not- 
being are contradictory, it is impossible for disciples to 


a aa faaaquerdarfea: | sratsudtat 
sia aeNIH a: Aenteaeat atfaqraenrt 
sagan Arataeeand 

 srfeverdarfas: a fe treauerar- 
atfa tl 

° ufvectar i 
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admit, merely on Your Worship’s assertion, a thing at 
once real and unreal, which is inconsistent, contrary to 
all fitness: otherwise, we might as well accept also the 
self-contradictory assertions of children and the like: 
such is the meaning.’ 


b, Certain heretics [deniers of the authority of the 
Vedas] assert that there exist external objects of momen- 
tary duration [individually ; each being, however, replaced 
by its facsimile the next instant, so that the uninterrupted 
series of productions becomes something equivalent to 
continuous duration], and that by the influence? of these 
the bondage of the soul [is occasioned]. This he objects 
to, [as follows]: ° 


l e -—~ 
ueratawat area aunty vrarata- 

waararh fat 
Tiassa sfafaesa aeTcaa- 

< ° = ° ° 
TAY AAR AACTAATAT AAA F G- 

N : 
Sfal MIA TAMARA AA HAA AA: 
iS 

watery: i 

2 Vasand, a term which Dr. Ballantyne has rendered variously, in 
divers passages of the present work, and also elsewhere. It is well 
defined, in Prof. Benfey’s Sanskrit-Hnglish Dictionary: ‘An 
impression remaining unconsciously in the mind, from past actions, 


etc., and, by the resulting merit or demerit, producing pleasure or 


pain. Hd. 


‘afraid wate: afa aafyoa: 
arate aaa sta ay eft agU- 
ate 
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aArarfefaqaracerfafaaatsaey’ tt 29 tt 


The heretical theory of a Aph. 27. [The bondage] thereof, 


succession of momentary F f 
objects from all eternity, TMOoreover, 18 not caused by any in- 


as causing the soul's bon- : ; 
Mage ejected. fluence of objects from all eternity. 


a. ‘Thereof,’ i.e., of the soul. An eternal influence of 
objects, an influence of objects the effect of which, in the 
shape of a continued stream, has had no commence- 
ment,—not by ¢his, either, is it possible that the bondage 
[of the soul] has been occasioned: such is the meaning.” 


b. He states the reason of this [impossibility]: 


FTI FATA RUST OCT AT Sf ST. 
TUTTI ETaTe frre a 





1 Instead of fafaaa:, Aniruddha has the substantially 


equivalent -faqfAa:. Hd. 

Mena: | warfefaqararn: wWate- 
eauraitemar faqraraat atataaarsty 
aa aA radiata: 

* BT ITA 


¢ Dr. Ballantyne had, most probably by mere oversight, the un- 
authorized “QTR Tee{C© , which I have corrected. The reading 


JATSYO, here followed, is, perhaps, that of Aniruddha. U- 
Tas? is the form of the word recognized by Vijnana; and I know 


of no manuscript warrant for the alteration of it scen in the following 
page, 1,—an extract from his commentary. It is, further, a regular 
derivative, which the other is not, if it is not even unjustified by 
grammatical prescription. Ed. 

6 Aniruddha has -2{EO, ‘division,’ in place of -ATAYTET» 
‘separation. Ed. 
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Aph. 28. Also [in my opinion, as 

oe amt wt well as in yours, apparently], between 

the external and the internal there is 

not the relation of influenced and influencer; because 

there is a local separation ; as there is between him that 
stays at Srughna and him that stays at Pataliputra. 

a. In the opinion of these [persons whose theory we are 
at present objecting to], the soul 1s circumscribed, residing 
entirely within the body; and that which is thus eithin 
cannot stand in the relation of the influenced and the 
influencer, as regards an external object. Why? Because 
they are separated in regard to place; like two persons 
the one of whom remains in Srughna and the other in 
P&taliputra: such is the meaning. Because the affection 
which we call ‘influence’ (vésand) is seen only when 
there is conjunction, such as that of madder and the cloth 
to which it gives its colour], or that of flowers and the 
flower-basket [to which they impart their odour.]| 


b. By the word ‘also’ the absence of conjunction 
[between the soul and objects (see § 15)], &c., which he 
himself holds, is connected” [with the matter of the pre- . 
sent aphorism |. 


' wad ufcfamat Caracal Vas! AaI- 
WAS A BWataqaN AgaG@acsasH- 
ararsha erate | aa | BMETTeferye. 
watt SUATUTATRT: dam aaa 
fa ATaATeQ TATA eel aa Afaeraa- 
QTAAT AT geagzaarttia I 

‘afm wad darmarafe aq- 
aad tt 
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c. Srughna and Paétaliputra [Palibothra, or Patna] are 
two several places far apart. 


d. But then [these heretics may reply], ‘The influence 
of objects [on the soul] may be asserted, because there is 
a contact with the object; inasmuch as the soul, according 
to us, goes to the place of the object, just as the senses, 


according to Your Worship.’ Therefore he declares [as 
follows |] : 


TACAHCNA AAT AAI ll Vet 


Aph. 29. [It is impossible that the 

On the heretical view, goul’s bondage should arise] from an 
the free soul would be, F , 

equally ubte to bondaye. influence received in the same place 

[where the object is; because, in that 

case], there would be no distinction between the two, [the 


bond and the free]. 


a. To complete the sense, we must supply as follows: 
‘It is impossible that the bondage should arise from an 
influence received in one and the same place with the 
object... Why? Because there would be no distinction 
between the two, the soul bound and the soul free; because 
bondage would [in that case] befall the liberated soul, also ; 
[the free soul, according to this hypothesis, being just 
as likely to come across objects as any other]: such is 
the meaning.® 


' qaurefaaar fanqwentaser i 

‘aa vaattateararfaarearaararat 
faquennaarfeaqaainia faaaracrit 4- 
Roy: | AAT It 

 vafarqraen WANE A 
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b. Here he ponders a doubt :! 
~ 
WZEANTUT ll 3o tt 


Aph. 30. If [the heretic, wishing to 
act hereues attempted gave his theory, suggests that a differ- 
efence. 

ence between the two cases (see § 29) 
does exist| in virtue of the unseen, [i.e., of merit and 
demerit, then he will find his answer in the next aphorism]. 


a. That is to say, [the heretic may argue]: ‘But then, 
granting that they [the free soul and the bound] are alike 
in respect of their coming into contact with objects, when 
they become conjoined with them in one and the same 
locality ; yet the reception of the influence may result merely 
from the force of the unseen, [i.e., from the merit and 
demerit of this or that soul; the soul that is liberated 
alike from merit and demerit being able to encounter, with 
impunity, the object that would enchain one differently 
circumstancedg’: if” [this be urged, then we look forward]. 


a. This he disputes,® [as follows] : 


AT SACHA AAMT UATAT ATT. 
ITA: 39 tt 


acta TS: | Ae: | ATATATAS TATA. 
a qe wR qargaftay: 

‘MT Wed tt 

waned TdaMaTRsyee- 
qnrTeararrrannt efa fea: tt 


 ufcecta 
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Aph. 31. They cannot stand in 

Each back must bear : 
Pr cil aos aaa the relation of deserver and bestower, 
since the two do not belong to one 


and the same time. 


a. Since, in thy opinion, the agent and the patient are 
distinct, and do not belong to the same time (believing, as 
thou heretically dost, not only that objects (see § 26. b.) 
momentarily perish and are replaced, but that the duration 
of souls, also, is of a like description], there is positively 
no such relation [between the soul at one time and its suc- 
cessor at another] as that of deserver and bestower [or 
transmitter of its merits or demerits]; because it is impos- 
sible that there should be an influence of objects [§ 27] 
taking effect on a patient [say, the soul of to-day], occa- 
sioned by the ‘unseen’ [merit or demerit] belonging to 
an agent [say, the soul of yesterday, which, on the hypo- 
thesis in question, is a numerically different individual] : 
such is the meaning.! 


b. He ponders a doubt:* @ 
aaaAateta A Wl 32 i 


Aph. 32. If [the heretic suggests 

Whether merit may, or — that] the case is like that of the cere- 
may not, be cmputed. : ; 

monies in regard to a son, [then he 


will find his reply by looking forward}. 
a. But then [the heretic, admitting the principle that 





ed Pon ee eee 





‘aa Ad adrarterenarendaqeara 
SaTaH aT a Ate aq frerewa AT- 
Sire farsa: wraatas: 


> Ect 
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the merit or demerit of an act belongs entirely to the 
agent, may urge that], as the son is benefited by ceremonies 
in regard to ason, such as that [ceremony (see Colebrooke’s 
‘Hinda Law,’ Vol. III., p. 104) celebrated | in anticipation 
of conception, which [no doubt] belongs to the father 
[who performs the ceremonies, to propitiate the gods], in 
like manner there may be an influence of objects on the 
expcriencer [say, the soul of to-day |, through the ‘ unseen’ 
[merit or demerit] that belongs even to a different subject 
[say, the soul of yesterday]: such is the meaning’ [of the 
heretic}. 


6. He refutes this, by showing that the illustration is 
not a fact ? 


arf fe aa Tat Ta TT At TWTTATfe- 
al’ afemaa ‘tl 33 0 

Aph, 33. [Your illustration proves 

nothing ;] for, in that case, there is no 

one permanent soul which could be 


consecrated by the ceremonies in anticipation of concep- 
en  emsniuaedamuntametenteneithenie enna 
tion, &e. 


This will not help the 


heretw’s argument. 


a. ‘In that case,’ 1.e., on thy theory, too, the benefit of 


‘aa ae fadfaga mararafeat was 
AUT ware vafa agafraceay- 
eva arafaaarae: efea: 

’ serrata uftecta i 

» Aniruddha has TATYTATTEMHAUT ; and Dr. Ballon. 


tyne’s rendering suits it. Hd. 


4 A common reading, but inferior, is GieHad. Ed. 
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the son, by [means of the performance of ]! the ceremonies in 
anticipation of conception, &c., could not take place ; ‘for,’ 
i.e., because, on that theory, there is not one [self-identi- 
cal] soul, continuing from the [time of] conception to 
birth, which could be consecrated [by the ceremonies in 
question], so as to be a fit subject for the duties that per- 
tain to the time subsequent to birth [such as the investiture 
with the sacred thread, for which the young Bréhman 
would not be a fit subject, if the ceremonies in anticipation 
of his conception had been omitted]: and thus your illus- 
tration is not a real one,’ [on your own theory: it is not a 
thing that you can assert as a fact]. 


6. And, according to my theory, also, your illustration 
is not a fact; seeing that it 7s possible that the benefit to 
the son should arise from the ‘unseen’ [merit] deposited 
in the son by means of the ceremony regarding the son: 
for it is an implied tenet [of my school], that it [the soul] 
is permanent [in its self-identity]; and there is the injunc- 
tion® [of Manu, (Ch. II., v. 26), with regard to the cere- 
monies in question, which proceeds on the same grounds]. 


——— 


1 The brackets are of my inserting. Ed. 

at wad WerafenAaha TRT- 
GH A ad fe ATATAA WITUNTAATLA 
TATA MAA BAT afer At wata- 
Tariana afsada am a 
serrate: tt 

 Seradsty VINQeAeeaG T- 
HAUT UAAVIERTAS: TATIATTTATERT- 
aTefatetaaa: 
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c. Some other heretic may encounter us, on the strength 
of [the argument here next stated, viz.,] ‘But then, since 
bondage, also, [like everything else] is momentary, let 
this bondage have nothing determinate for its cause, or 
nothing at all for its cause,’! [which view of matters is 
propounded in the next aphorism] : 


fercararfae: eqfuanaa tt 38 


Aph. 34. Since there is no such 
Whether bondage may thing as a permanent result [on the 
not be momentary, and so ; ‘ ‘ 
require no cause. heretical view], the momentariness [of 
bondage, also, is to be admitted]. 


a. ‘Of bondage’: this must be supplied, [to complete 
the aphorism ].? 


6. And thus the point relied on is, that it [1.e., bondage] 
have no cause at all. And so this is the application [of 
the argument, viz.]: 


(1) Bondage, &c., is momentary ; 
(2) Because it exists, 


(3) [Everything that exists is momentary,] as 
the apex of the lamp-flame, or the like.® 


‘ate serene efuare aa ac UaT- 
SHTARTUAT AT AUISeararqyaaraa Ar- 
fan: urafaed 

 aueafa Te: tt 

aa Ura warfearray: | AIT 
ava Warn qanfea afta waretatyar- 
feafeta i 
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¢. And [continues the heretic,] this [reason, viz., ‘exist- 
ence’] does not extend unduly’ [as you may object,] to the 
case of a jar, or the like ; because ¢hat, also [in my opinion], 
is like the subject in dispute, [in being momentary ]. 
This [in fact] is precisely what is asserted in the ex- 


pression, ‘since there is no such thing as a permanent 
result ’’* |§34]. 


d. He objects® [to this heretical view] : 


AT WAPTATATITA Wt 34 


Aph. 35. No, [things are not mo- 
The fact of recoyni- mentary in their duration]; for the 
tion proves that things ‘ -,. < 
are nut momentary. absurdity of this is proved by recog- 


nition. 


a. That is to say: nothing is momentary; because the 
absurdity of its being momentary follows from the opposite 
argument [to that under §34. d.], taken from such facts 
of recognition as, ‘what I saw, that same do I touch,’ 
[an argument which may be stated as follows], viz. : 


(1) Bondage, &c., is permanent ; 
(2) Because it exists, 


1 Vyabhichara is the expression here paraphrased. In this work 
and others, the translator has given 1 many meanings; and so has 
Colebrooke, who renders it, in various contexts, by ‘contradiction,’ 
‘derogation,’ ‘failure,’ ‘impossibility,’ ‘ unoperativeness, &c. As a 
logical technicality, it denotes the presentation of the reason, or middle 
term, unaccompanied by the major term. Hd. 


Natt U2tet BATATTATSITY WeAATT | 
vadara feacararfaatiaaa 
* euata A 
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(3) [Everything that exists is permanent,| as a 
jar, or the like.} 


AfaMAraTrars Ul 3% tt 


That things are mo- Aph. 36, And [things are not mo- 


mentury is contradicted mentary ;| because this is contradicted 
by Scripture and rea- 


suring. by Scripture and by reasoning. 


a. That is to say: nothing is momentary ; because the 
general principle, that the whole world, consisting of 
effects and causes, is momentary, 1s contradicted by such 
texts as this, viz., ‘{All] this, O ingenuous one, was 
antecedently existing,’ and by such Scriptural and other 
arguments as this, viz., ‘How should what exists proceed 
from the non-existent ?’* 


serafaaa il 39 I 


Aph. 37. And [we reject the argu- 

The heretic’s tllustra- : ne : 

Pac denier) ment of this heretic;| because his 
instance is not a fact. 


‘a aera afwad egal aeate GATT- 
Hrenferatagraeda qarhra feat a- 
wigeltfeqteta MATA SUH ATT 
ferra: i 

Seq area amdtfearfenfahs: 
RIAA: AAT AAA eA aATeafarra Aa- 
aman afwantdaraeg f4- 
Ura AtUaHed BeaTItTa: 
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a. That is to say: the general principle of the momen- 
tariness [of all things] is denied ; because this momentary 
character does not [in fact] belong to the apex of the 
lamp-flame, &c., the instance [on which thou, heretic, 
dost ground thy generalization, (§ 34. b.)]. Moreover, thou 
quite errest in regard to momentariness, in that instance, 
from not taking account of the minute and numerous 
instants [really included in a duration which seems to thee 
momentary]: such is the import.’ 


b. Moreover, if the momentary dura- 
If things were momen. tion, &c., [of things] be asserted, then 
Mision "or cause avg there can be no such thing as the re- 
effect. lation of cause and effect, in the case 
of the earth and the jar, and the like. 
And you must not say that there 7s no such thing as that 
[relation of cause and effect]; because it is proved to be a 
reality by the fact that, otherwise, there would be no such 
thing as the efforts of him who desires an effect, [and 
who, therefore, sets in operation the causes adapted to its 
production]. With reference to this, he declares [as 
follows] :? 


PUA AATAAT ST AAACMWATA: tl 3b 


‘eared cafwarer afwararast B- 
fasarqarafaaa: | fa a Wearstaeyar- 
Aaa Ua Ta aT Tate Aah 

fa a afwarate Agere araa- 
TMTa ATaaa! AW wea a efa 
ae aratiia: waerrargqaren afere- 
frafanrre tt 
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Aph. 38. It is not between two things 

The causal relationis coming simultaneously into existence, 
not between things that ; 

arise simultaneously. that the relation of cause and effect 


exists. 


a. Let us ask, does the relation of product and [material] 
cause exist between the earth and the Jar, as simultaneously 
coming into [their supposed momentary] existence, or as 
successive? Not the first; because there is nothing to 
lead to such an inference, and because we should not [in 
that case] find the man, who wants a jar, operating with 
earth, &c., [with a view to the jar’s subsequent production]. 
Neither is it the last; in regard to which he declares [as 
follows] :! 


WATATY TACTAMTT | 3e Ut 


Aph. 39. Because, when the antece- 
dent. departs, the consequent is unfit 
eens: e e e 
[to arise, and survive it]. 


A product cannot sur- 
vive its substantial cause. 


a. The relation of cause and effect is, further, inconsis- 
tent with the theory of the momentary duration of things ; 
because, at the time when the antecedent, i.e., the cause, 
departs, the consequent, i.e., the product, is ‘unfit, i.e., is 


not competent to arise; because, that is to say, a product 


18 posalned only by its inhering in [and being substan- 
tially identical with, however formally different from,| its 


fa ARCaUSTAAAaT: HTaRTTT- 
ara: fa at afaqar « ara fafaraar- 
aTargefaat Haferpaqaawa | AT 
SIE Il 
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substantial cause,! [and is incapable, therefore, of sur- 


viving if . 


6, With reference to this same | topic, viz., the] substan- 
tial cause, he mentions another [the converse| objection? 
[to the theory of the momentary duration of things]: 


aera Acar arary Fit Yo I 


Aph. 40. Moreover, not [on the 


Ths vopsiilenios of sub. theory of the momentary duration of 
stance “and product is : é ; ‘ 
impossible, af things 60 things, can there be such a relation as 
momentary. that of cause and effect]; because, while 

the one [the antecedent] exists, the 
other [the consequent] is incompatible, because the two 


keep always asunder, 


a. To complete [the aphorism], we must say, ‘moreover, 
[on the theory objected to], there can be no such relation 
as that of cause and effect ; because, at the time when the 
antecedent exists, the sennequen: cannot coexist with it, 
the two being mutually exclusive.’ * The two suggesters 
ofthe relation of cause and effect, in product and sub 


' TA ATMA SALT FAA. 
ariearwaarraaieta a wfwaarae d- 
Sta MAMTA VATeTATATUTHPTAAAs 
HATHA AG: 

9 aN 

VUTARTUATIFAT CTUTATATE Il 


8 For vyabhichdra, the word used in the original, see 1, at p. 38, 
supra. Hd. 


& Here again occurs, in the Sanskrit, the term vyabhichdra, Ed. 
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stance,! are (1) this concomitancy of affirmatives, that, 
while the product exists, the substance thereof exists, and 
(2) this concomitancy of negatives,’ that, when the sub- 
stance no longer exists, the product no longer exists: and 
these two (conditions, on your theory| cannot be; because, 
since things [in your opinion,| are momentary in their 
duration, the two [viz., the substance and the product], 
inasmuch as they are antecedent and consequent,” belong 
to opposite times,* [and cannot, therefore, coexist; for the 
product, according to you, does not come into existence 
until its substance has perished, which is contrary to the 
nature of the causal relation just defined ]. 


6. But then, [the heretic may say, do not let the co- 
existence of substance and product be insisted upon, as 
indispensable to the causal relation between the two, but] 
‘let the nature of a cause belong to the substantial cause, 


1 I have inserted the words ‘in product and substance.’ Ed. 


2 The original dual of ‘ concomitancy of affirmatives’ and ‘ con- 
comitancy of negatives’ is anwayavyatirekau. For other English 
equivalents of this term, occurring in the singular number, see 


Book VI., Aph. 15 and 63. Hd. 


3 ‘Antecedent and consequent’ renders kramzka, translated ‘ suc- 
cessive’ in Aph. 38, a, at p. 41, supra. Hd. 


‘Tal AAAS VATA TTS Aa h- 
aTuety a aaagraar efa ga | aet- 
Oley aelaelat BeraTeTanaraaerarear- 
Ta ERPGQafaa Varearareraar: *r- 
VAM at A yafWada alae 
UAAa aaa BAA 
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as it belongs to the instrumenia/ cause, in respect merely of 
its antecedence.’ To this he replies :? 


usaraary 4 faa: ti 89 i 


Aph. 41. If there were merely an- 

Antecedence tothe pro-  tecedence, then there would be no deter- 
duct does not distinguish : : ° , 

the Matter from the In- Tnation lof a substantial or material 

strument. cause, as distinguished from an instru- 


mental cause]. 


a. And it could not be determined that this was the 
substance [of this or that product], on the granting of 
nothing more than its antecedence [to the product]; because 
antecedence constitutes no distinction between it and the 
instrumental causes ; for, [as we need scarcely remind youl, 
that there 7s a distinction between instrumental and sub- 


stantial causes, the whole world is agreed: such is the 
meaning.” 


b. Other heretics say: ‘Since no- 


The question whether thing [really] exists, except Thought 
anything exists besides 8 [ y ] : p git, 


Thought. neither does Bondage; just as the 
things of a dream [have no real exist- 


' aa fafraencaerararerrenta yar 
AATAUa MUUatiwata AAW I 

 TSHTARTIRyGTA Berarareratata 
faa a cuifafaearcarnrata yepra- 
fanarcteriq fe fafaarorermafaam: 
aaatatae Za: | 
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ence|. Therefore it has no cause; for it is absolutely false.’ 
He rejects the opinion of these! [heretics] : 


a faaQraara arena: tl 82 


Aph, 42. Not Thought alone exists ; 
We have the evidence 


of Intuition for the Er. because there is the intuition of the 


ternal, as well as for the external 
Internal. 


a. That is to say: the reality is not Thought alone; be- 
cause external objects, also, are proved to exist, just as 
Thought is, by intuition.’ 


b. But then [these heretics may rejoin], ‘From the 
example of intuitive perception in dreams [see Butler’s 
‘Analogy,’ Part I., Ch. I.], we find this [your supposed 
evidence of objective reality | to exist, even in the absence 
of objects!’ ‘To this he replies: ° 


ABTA AeATaT Ae ATS ti 83 t 


Aph. 43. Then, since, if the one 


The denial of the ex- does not exist, the other does not exist, 
ternul amounts to Ni- 


halesin. there is a void, [i.e., nothing exists 
at all]. 

' sat arfaar are: | fraranfafraa- 
waa arse wIeaad | wWatsaa- 
fauna a at anwadifa waar 
ata | 

a fara aed arardraraty faar- 
awandifafererarfeara: | 

‘aa eanndifagerda fauararasta 


aquufateta | are i 
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a. That is to say: if external things do not exist, then 
a mere void offers itself. Why? Because, if the external 
does not exist, then thought does not exist; for it is i- 
tuition that proves the objective: and, if the intuition of 
the external did not establish the objective, then the 
intuition of thought, also, would not establish [the existence 
of | thought. 


b. ‘Then Jet the reality be a mere void; and, therefore, 
the searching for the cause of Bondage is unfitting, just 
because a void is all:’ with such a proposal [as recorded 
in the next aphorism] does [some one who may claim the 
title of | the very crest-gem of the heretics rise up in 
opposition : ” 


Tay ard arat faasafa aenarfeatr 
Wey i 38 


The dereie aie. Aph. 44. The reality is a void : what 
length of asserting sheer 18 perishes; because to perish is the 
Nithilism, : : 

habit of things. 


a. The void alone [says this prince of heretics, or the 
fact that nothing exists at all] is the reality, [or the only 


ee en ——— 
Se arene 


‘afe Team wy wesial aa 
araara fasmanmiramdtfate faraa- 
frat qandifaaa fad arsafearand- 
facfa a fasta anrafefa ara: 

se ate WIAA AeaAAA FATHITAT- 
aaNaae Taatefa areata: 
verataya tt 
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truth]. Since everything that exists perishes, and that 
which is perishable is false, as is a dream, therefore, as of 
all things the beginnings and endings are merely nonenti- 
ties, Bondage, &c., in the midst [of any beginning and end- 
ing], has merely a momentary existence,—is phenomenal, 
and not real. Therefore, who can be bound by what ? 
This [question] is what we rest upon. The reason assigned 
for the perishableness of whatever exists is, ‘ because to 
perish is the habit of things;’ because to perish is the 
cery nature of things: but nothing continues, after quitting 
its own nature ; [so that nothing could continue, if it ceased 
to perish}: such is the meaning.! 


b. He rejects? [this heretical view] : 


AAATCHIAATSTATA Il Gy tt 


Nihilism denied; as Aph, 45, This is a mere counter- 
the indiscerptible is tn- . ; ; 
destructible. assertion of unintelligent persons. 


a. ‘Of unintelligent persons,’ i.e., of blockheads, this 
is ‘a mefe counter-assertion,’ 1.¢., a mere id/e counter- 
assertion, that a thing must needs be perishable, because tt 


‘mead dea | Ta: wat sft wat faa- 
safa aa faarnt a fae eqnaea: aa- 
qAMAIAANVTaaTArA BURA 
aifataa a areata safe aa: tH aa 
FAA RAITT: | ararai faathiad eqae- 
waafenteifa Taam qEaraar- 
repara q faara a uerafiarediaag: i 

* ufzecta tt 
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exists; [and such an assertion is idle,] because things that 
are not made up of parts, since there is no cause of the 
destruction of such things, cannot perish.! 


6. [But] what need of many words? It is not the fact, 
that even products perish; [for] just as, by the cognition 
that ‘the jar is old’ [we mean that it has passed from the 
condition of new to that of old], so, too, by such a cognition 
as this, that ‘the jar has passed away,’ it is settled only 
that the jar, or the like, zs in the condition of having passed 
away. 


c. He states another objection * [to the heretical view] : 


VITANAATAAAA CAAT it Be i 


Aph. 46. Moreover, this [nihilistic 
Nihtlism ts open to h . ; : 
the same objections ag theory is not a right one]; because it 
both the Momentaryand has the same fortune as both the views 
the Ideal theortes. : ; 
[which were confuted just before]. 


‘ MEM PeTaraAvaears Araeafea- 
fanfata faercare wa aTTaTTUMTaa 
FATAAASSNTAT ATATATATT It 

* fa agall arararaty a faarafare: | 
Wat sta zfa waada aetsdta earfen- 
waaay aeletdiarearal Wawa wa 
fae: tt 

* FAUTACATE It 


4 Aniruddha, according to the MSS. which I have seen, reads 


-QATe°. a. 
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a. This view, moreover [§ 44], is not a good one; 
because it has the same fortune as, i. e., is open to similar 
reasons for rejection as, the theory that external things 
are momentary [§ 26. b.], and as the theory that nothing 
exists besides Thought [§ 41. 5]. The reason for the 
rejection of the theory that things are momentary in their 
duration, viz. [as stated in § 35], the fact of recognition, &c., 
[which is, at least, as little consistent with Nihilism as it 
is with the momentary duration of things], and the reason 
for the rejection of the theory that nothing exists besides 
Thought, viz. [as stated in § 42], the intuition of the ex- 
ternal, &c., apply equally here [in the case of Nihilism] : 
such is the import.' 


b. Moreover, as for the opinion which is accepted by 
these [heretics], viz., ‘Let the mere void [of absolute 
nonentity| be.the soul’s aim [and swmmum bonum], since 
herein consist at once the cessation of pain | which cannot 
continue, when there is absolutely zothing], and also the 
means thereof [since there can be no further means re- 
quired for the removal of anything, if it be settled that 
the thing positively does not exist],’ this, too, can hardly 
be: so he declares [as follows] :? 


‘afuqatauam fraTaarauya az 
VAANAA AAAI HACIA TT 
a aaa! afaanagfacegd: orafrar- 
fefaaraugfareed tramdiantearata 
ana eta Ata: 1 

aeta gatraftenaar ameadar a 
WIAs Geardatata crud aefa es 
efariz tl 
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AAIRITAAAAAAT i 89 I 
Aph. 47. In neither way [whether as 


The soul's aim ig not @ means, or as an end,| is this [anni- 
annihilation. : i % ; 
————_—— hilation]| the soul’s aim. 


a. ‘Let the void [of mere nonentity | ‘be the soul’s aim, 
whether as consisting in the cessation of pain, or as pre- 
senting the means for the cessation of pain,’ [says the 
heretic. And this cannot be; because the [whole] world 
agrees, that the aim of the soul consists in the joys, &c., 
that shall abide im ct; that is to say, because [hey hold, 
while] you do not hold, that there is a permanent soul, 
[ (see § 38) in respect of which the liberation or beatifica- 
tion would be possible, or even predicable].’ 


b. Now [certain] other things, also, entertained, as 
causes of [the soul’s| bondage, by [imperfectly instructed | 
believers, remaining over and above those [proposed by 
unbelievers, and] already rejected, are to be set aside :? 


e 
a afatawrard tl 8b tl 
Aph. 48. Not from any kind of 
It ts by no movement 


that the’ soul gets into YoOtion [such as its entrance into a 
bondage: body, does the soul’s bondage result]. 


‘eefagfeaaa gatsafanraaa4; 
aT WUT WRG Vd | de a aed ata. 
waa Baral ATA TearpaTpTAtiey- 
TH FRITH TAT TAT: 

 gerat « watacearatrerartearaeerat- 
aga ances fares tt 
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a. ‘Bondage’ [required to complete the aphorism] is 
understood from the topic! [of discussion]. 


6. The meaning is, that the soul’s bondage, moreover, 
does not result from any sort of motion, in the shape, for 
instance, of its entrance into a body.” 


c. He states a reason for this :* 


fatter TeMTATA ll 8e I 


Aph. 49. Because this is impossible 
for what is inactive, [or, in other words, 
without motion |. 


What ts all-pervading 
does nut change place. 


a. That is to say: because this is impossible, i.e., motion 
is impossible, in the case of the soul, which is inactive, 
[because] all-pervading, [and, therefore, incapable of 
changing its place]. 


b. But, then [the objector may say], ‘Since, in the 
books of Scripture and of law, we hear of its going and 
coming into this world and the other world, let soul be 
[not all-pervading, as you allege, but] merely limited [in 
its extent]: and to this effect, also, is the text, ‘Of the size 


' TATUTSAT SPU | 


 nfafanorantinamigentaty wea 
a ae FAG 


A SAAS 
‘fatter fat: cere aeTamae- 


wa ea: It 
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of the thumb is the soul, the inner spirit,’ and the like :! 
[but] this conjecture he repels : 


AAA HH CAAATANAT TAT ATA STA: NUON 


Aph. 50. [We cannot admit that the 
Were the soul limited, : ‘ 
it might be perishable.’  80uUl is other than all-pervading ; be- 
cause] by its being limited, since it 
would come under the same conditions as jars, &c., there 
would be a contradiction to our tenet [of its imperishable- 
ness |. 


a. That is to say: and, if the soul were admitted to be, 
like a jar, or the like, limited, i.e. circumscribed [in di- 
mension |, then, since it would resemble a jar, or the like, 
in being made up of parts, and [hence] in being perish- 
able, &c., this would be contrary to our settled principle,’ 
[that the soul is imperishable]. 


b. He now justifies the text [see § 49. b.| referring to 
the motion* [of the soul, by showing that the motion is 
not really of the soul, but of an accessory | : 


—— 


1 Swetdswatara Upanishad, iii, 13. Ed. 

* tat BfaTHar hres HITT PTA ALTA 
aaaMaea uifsaAard aw a 
MUIAIANT: § TRIsaaTHarafcara- 
STaarancta i 

afe a aetfeaqarad: uff: el- 
faad aet araaaqafaaitvarfear gerfea- 
Arauaraaraufaara: Vifaaqg: it 

‘nfaafaaquaeata 
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ataafataartrarireraratad tt u9 t 


Aph, 51. The text regarding the 
Soul moves not, any : . 
more than Space. motion |of the soul], moreover, is [ap- 
plicable, only] because of the junction 
of an attendant ;' as in the case of the Ether [or Space, 
which moves not, though we talk of the space enclosed in 
a jar, a8 moving with the jar]. 


a. Since there are such proofs of the soul’s unlimited- 
ness, as the declaration that ‘It is eternal, omnipresent, 
permanent,” the text® regarding its motion is to be explained 
as having reference to a movement pertaining [not to the 
soul, but] to an attendant; for there is the text, ‘As the 
Ether [or space] included in a jar, when the jar is removed, 
[in this case] the yar may be removed, but not the space ; 
and in like manner is the soul, which is like the sky, 
[incapable of being moved]’;* and because we may con- 
clude that the motion [erroneously supposed to belong to 
the soul (49. 4.),] belongs to Nature|see Vedanta Aphorisms, 
Part I., §4. 7.], from such maxims?® as this, that ‘ Nature 
does the works the fruits of which are blissful or baneful ; 


1 Upddhi; often, below, ‘investment’ and ‘adjunct.’ £d. 

2 Bhagavad-gitd, ii1.,24. Ed. 

3 ‘Text’ and ‘maxim’ are here meant to represent srute and 
smriti, taken in their more limited senses. Elsewhere the translator 
has, for the same terms, in wider acceptations, ‘ books of Scripture 
and of law,’ &e. The first is ‘revealed law,’ the Vedas; the second, 
‘memorial law,’ or a code of such law, as the Mdnava, and also any 
composition of a man reputed to be inspired. Both are held to have 
originated from a superhuman source; but only the former is regarded 
as preserving the very words of revelation. td. 

4 The anacoluthism observable in the translation follows that of 


the original, with reference to which see the Jndische Studien, 
vol. il, p. 61. 
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and it is wilful Mature that, in the three worlds, reaps 
these’: such is the import.’? 


b. It has already been denied [§ 16] that the bondage [of 
the soul] is occasioned by works, in the shape either of 
enjoined or of forbidden actions. Now he declares that 
the bondage, moreover, does not arise from the ‘ unseen’ 
[merit or demerit] resulting therefrom :° 


a HAUTTTTAAT A N42 I 


Aph. 52. Nor, moreover, [does the 
The bondage of the bondage of the soul result from the 


soul is no result of an ; ‘ oe 
merit or demerit. vary merit or demerit arising| from works ; 


because these belong not thereto. 


a. That is to say: the bondage of the soul does not 
arise directly from the ‘unseen’ [merit or demerit] occa- 


fara: aaa: wrUftenteat WATaAT- 
wasaifaad nfaafatrnfranfaac 
TRAM | AAATATATN AAATA Ie VAT 
Vet Alaa Aras Testa TATaA: | eta 
Wai | Vata: Aa HA WATT AA | 
vataa acatfa fry ATHY BTA | FMT. 
feeqan mat: wafatagarararata Ara: i 


2 For another rendering, see my translation of the Rational 
Refutation, &c., p.57. Ed. 


a8 fafeafafrearenceda FAT Fal 
fauaa: | terat asrangeanha a aa 
TATE Il 
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sioned by works... Why? Because this is no property 
thereof, i.e., because this [merit or demerit (see § 16. a.)] is 
no property of the soul.” 


6. But then [some one may say], ‘ Le¢ it be that the 
bondage resulting from the ‘unseen,’ i.e., the merit [or 


demerit] even of another, should attach to a different per- 
son ;’ whereupon he declares [as follows] :° 


afanatacarad tus i 


Aph. 53. If the case were otherwise 


Else, bondage might than as Isay|.then it |the bondage of 
cling even to the emanci- [ ar diagucie | J, [ 8 


pated. the soul] might extend unduly, [even 
to the emancipated ]. 


a. That is to say: if the case were otherwise, if bondage 
and its cause were under other conditions [than we have 
declared them to be], then there might be an undue exten- 
sion; bondage would befall even the emancipated,° [for the 
same reasons as those stated under § 16. a.]. 


1 Dr. Ballantyne should have taken ‘unseen’ and ‘ works’ as in 
apposition, and should have made the former explanatory of the latter. 
Clearer than his original, and yielding substantially his sense, is the 


gives of Vedanti Mahadeva : AAU asmrevaria a 
Wa: ATeTSAL | Be, 

“SRAUTSEATIG ATATH TRUST FRE 
Rai | MAMA RUA Aaa: It 

* PAQTAUTYSEATI FAI: SITAATE 


4 Aniruddha transposes Aphorisms 53 and 54. Ed. 
WAU TUAATMAT Tare SiatTe- 
faqaenta qerafafcrrd: i 
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6. What need of so much [prolixity]? He states a 
general objection why the bondage of soul cannot result 
from any one or other [of these causes], beginning with 
its essence [see § 6. d.], and ending with its [supposed ] 
works [see § 16]; inasmuch as it is contrary to Scripture,! 
[that any one of these should be the cause]: 


fanurfeatatatrerafa i 48 tt 


Aph, 54, And this [opinion, that the 
ie Angie teat of Scrip” bondage of the soul arises from any of 
ure upsets, equally, all : : 
the heretical notions of these causes alleged by the heretics, | is 
the suul’s relation to bon- 
daye. contrary to such texts as the one that 

declares it [the soul] to be without 


qualities : and so much for that point. 


a. And, if the bondage of the soul arose from any one 
or other of those [supposed causes already treated of, | 
among which its essential character [§ 6. b.] is the first, 
this would be contradictory to such texts as, ‘ Witness, 
intelligent, alone, and without the [three] qualities [is 
the soul:’? such is the meaning.® 


6. The expression ‘and so much for that point’ means, 





fa agat) warafeadrdcia at 
aiifa weTey Tarafadt sed Bfafacran- 
fefa ANITA FTIHATE | 


2 Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi. 11. Ed. 
* SATA TRS TAUTATAT UTM 
dat aaa frtadenteafafatrraaa: tt 
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that the investigation of the cause of the bondage [of the 
soul] here closes.’ 

c. The case, then, stands thus: since [all] other [theories] 
are overthrown by the declaratory aphorisms, ‘ There 
would be no fitness in the enjoining’ [see §7], &c., it is 
ascertained that the immediate cause of the bondage 
[of the soul] is just the conjunction of Nature and of the 
soul.? 

d. But then, in that case, [some one may say |, this con- 
junetion of Nature and of the soul [§ 54. c.], whether it be 
essential, or adventitiously caused by Time or something 
else [§ 5. 0.], must occasion the bondage even of the eman- 
cipated. Having pondered this doubt, he disposes of it [as 
follows] :° 


aarisatadara® VATA WY 


Aph. 55. Moreover, the conjunction 


How the true cause of — thereof does not, through non-discrimi- 
bondaye «affects not the 


emunciputed, nation, take place [in the case of the 
emancipated]; nor is there a parity, 


 Sfaweat TT ATTAATAT I 
* aed A Quad aeRienfear veswaie- 
ACA AANA: VAATRTAATT TT ATATTAN- 
SACI UTTeT 1 
aa at afarensis eqnrifa- 
aa ararfefataeas at aaenty FAM 
OTe STR] VANS It 


‘ azar, the reading which I find in MSS. of Aniruddha, 
seems to be indefensible. Hd. 
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[in this respect, between the emancipated and the uneman- 
cipated |. 


a. ‘The conjunction thereof,’ 1.e., the conjunction of 
Nature and of the soul; this conjunction, moreover, does 
not take place again ‘through non-discrimination,’ 1.e., 
through the want of a discrimination [between Nature and 
soul] in the emancipated, [who do discriminate, and who 
thus avoid the conjunction which others, failing to dis- 
criminate, incur, and thus fall into bondage]: such is the 
meaning. And thus the emancipated and the bound are 
not on a level, [under the circumstances stated at § 54. c.]: 
such is the import.’ 


[faudaraey ui ug a 


Aph. 56. Bondage arises from the 
The true cause of bond- P ‘ 8 ; ‘ 
age, in other words, error [of not discriminating between 


non-discrimination. Nature and soul |. 


a. Having thus declared the cause of that [bondage] 


wart: wafarreadannh sufaaarars- 
Sfetarirars Ga: HAT ata | TAT 
FA AMAISARTART TA: Il 


2 These words, a bad reading of the 24th Aphorism of Book III., 
were pointed out, by me, as having, with the sentence of comment 
attached to them, no place here; and Dr. Ballantyne, when he re- 
published the Sankhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica, omitted 
them, Hence the brackets now inserted, and my alteration of the 
numbering of the Aphorisms throughout the remainder of Book I. 
Ed. 
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which is to be got rid of, he declares the means of getting 
rid of it :"] 


faacrarturaghafaaraad | ue i 


St, Aph. 56. The removal of it is to be 
Non-discrimination is 


removuble by discrini- effected by the necessary means, just 
PEC OLes like darkness. 


a. The necessary means, established throughout the world, 
in such cases as ‘shell-silver’ [i.e., a pearl-oyster-shell mis- 
taken for silver], viz., the cmmediacy of discrimination, by 
this alone is ‘its removal,’ i.e., the removal of the non-dis- 
crimination [between Nature and soul], to be effected, and 
not by works, or the like: such is the meaning: just as 
darkness, the dark, is removed by light alone,” [and by no 
other means]. 


b. ‘But then [some one may say|, if merely the non- 
discrimination of Nature and soul be, through the conjunc- 
tion [of the two, consequent on the want of discrimination |, 
the cause of bondage, and if merely the discrimination of 
the two be the cause of liberation, then there would be 
liberation, even while there remained the conceit of [one’s 
possessing] a body, &c.; and this is contrary to Scripture, 


[ wa gaeq ofaare eratara afaut- 
eafa wl 

* afatarareme ArHaE ata ATTA 
faaaarenaraa wa aehafacfaaar- 
fafet aarfefiiteat gar yaaa: 
Daag awa tt 
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to the institutes of law, and to sound reasoning.’ To this 
he replies :! 


DUTT ATH SAAT HY TAT STATA NUS 


Aph. 57. Since the non-discrimina- 

The discrimination of tion of other things [from soul] results 
Nature, as other than : . : 

gil senilveaally dee from the non-discrimination of Nature 

crimination. [from soul], the cessation of this will 


take place, on the cessation of that 
[from which it results]. 


a. By reason of the non-discrimination of Nature from 
the soul, what non-discrimination of other things there ‘s, 
such as the non-discrimination of the understanding [as 
something other than the soul], ¢his necessarily ceases, on 
the cessation of the non-discrimination of Nature ; because, 
when the non-discrimination of the understanding, for 
example, [as something other than soul,]| does occur, it is 
based on the non-discrimination [from soul] of that cause 
to which there is none antecedent [viz., Nature]; since 
the non-discrimination of an effect [and the ‘ under- 
standing’ is an effect or product of Nature, | is, itself, an 


effect,? [and will, of course, cease, with the cessation of its 
cause |. 





‘ay wafauearfaaa wa SRAMTEITT 
quRaeasaa wa Areyeqate cerefi- 
aTaaetsty ary: area = afacafaara- 
faeafata | aare i 

Wee TeTifasarranrcarey sata aa 


qeafarat gerafeaa ata ararta- 


BOOK I., APH. 57. 61 


b. The state of the case is this: as, when the soul has 
been discriminated from the body, it 13 impossible but that 
it should be discriminated from the colour and other [pro- 
perties], the effects of the body, [which is the substantial 
cause of its own properties]; so, by parity of reasoning, 
from the departure of the cause, when soul, in its charac- 
ter of unalterableness, &c., has been discriminated from 
Nature, it is impossible that there should remain a conceit 
of [the soul’s being any of| the products thereof [i.e., 
of Nature], such as the ‘understanding,’ and the like, 
which have the character of being modifications' [of primal 


Nature, while the soul, on the other hand, is a thing un- 
alterable]. 


c. But then [some one may say], ‘What proof is there 
that there is a conceit [entertained by people in general, ] 
of a Nature [or primal principle] different from the conceit 
of an ‘understanding,’ &c., | which, you tell us, are products 
of this supposed first principle]? For all the various con- 
ceits [that the soul falls into], such as, ‘I am ignorant,’ and 
so on, can be accounted for on the ground simply of an 
‘understanding,’ &c., [without postulating a primal Nature 
which is to assume the shape of an ‘ understanding,’ &c.] :’ 


Fae adiaararfearcufastaaerHaTTSy 
WUTAtasaets HAA Bahar: it 
‘oar wihrenafa fafaa witvardy 
euferafaaar a arafa aut aewranrfe- 
ya: weTareared fataa areata ofcarn- 
feunaa gerfesafiatar 3 wiqaeea 
CAAA ATIT Aha ATs: Il 
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well, if any one says this, I reply, ‘no;’ because, unless 
there were such a thing as Nature, we could not account 
for such conceits as the following, viz., ‘ Having died, 
having died, again, when there is a creation, let me be a 
denizen of Paradise, and not of hell;’ because no products, 
such as the ‘ understanding,’ when they have perished, can 
be created anew,' [any more than ‘a gold-bracelet, melted 
down, can be reproduced, though another like it may be 
produced from the materials]. 


d. Moreover, it is inadmissible to 

Po per 's confounding say that men’s conceit of [the identity 
gicully antecedent to tts of themselves with their] ‘ understand- 
ale ideas ing,’ &c., is [the primary cause of the 
soul’s bondage, and is] not preceded by 

anything; because ‘understanding’ and the rest [as you 
will not deny| are effects. Now, while it is to be expected 
that there should be some predetermining agency to esta- 
blish a conceit of [ownership in, or of one’s identity with, | 
any effects, it is clear that it is a conceit of [ownership, 
&c.,] in respect of the eause, and nothing else, that must 
be the predetermining agency: for we see this in ordinary 
life; and our theories are bound to conform [deferentially | 
to experience. For [to explain,| we sce, in ordinary life, 
that the conceit of [the ownership of | the grain, &c., pro- 


‘aa sarahtarafatca wararrara 
fa TATUHEAR earahaanrhararai Fen- 
fefaaaaarauaitfa ta AAT ART WA: 
yer arif ai at a arte ATatat 
murafqaqad faarqavacdtarat FEE 
faaararat Ta: FeTTara 0 
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duced by a field, results from the conceit of [the ownership 
of | the field; and, from the conceit of [the ownership of | 
gold, the conceit of [the ownership of ] the bracelets, or 
other things, formed of that gold; and, by the removal of 
these [i.e., the removal of the logically antecedent con- 
ceits, that the field, or the gold, is one’s property], there 
is the removal of those, [i. e., the removal of the conceits 
that the grain, &c , and that the bracelets, &c., the corres- 
ponding products or effects of the field and of the gold, 
are one’s property: and so the soul will cease to confound 
itself with the ‘ understanding,’ when it ceases to confound 
itself with Nature, of which the ‘ understanding’ is held 
to be a product |. 


e. [And, if it be supposed that we thus lay ourselves 
open to the charge of a regressus in mftnitum, seeing that, 
whatever we may assign as the first cause, we may, on our 
own principles, be asked what was the ‘ predetermining 
ugency’ in regard to i+; or if 1t be supposed that we are 
chargeable with reasoning in a circle, when we hold that 
the soul’s confounding itself with Nature is the cause of 


‘fa a senfes qeararafaaratsar- 
feaa awed Gerda Aaarq | araea- 
frat faaraarargrat arco 
faata wa faaraaaat faafa ata cerar- 
maa seTaarterara | get fe Ata 
ARG IGIGCR EDIE LEC HE 6 o 
UifaATaTasTaA aT ecataraRdait ty - 
a a aafaatatefa 
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its continuing so to confound itself, and its continuing so to 
confound itself is, reciprocally, the cause why it confounds 
itself; we reply, that] there is no occasion to look for any 
other ‘ predetermining agency,’ in the case of the conceit 
of [the identity of the soul with] Nature, or in the case of 
the self-continuance! thereof, [i.e., of that error of con- 
founding one’s self with Nature]; because [these two are 
alike] without antecedent, like seed and sprout,? [of which 
it is needless to ask which is the first; the old puzzle, 
‘which was first, the acorn, or the oak ?’ being a frivolous 
question |. 


f. But then [some one may say], if we admit the soul’s 
bondage [at one time], and its freedom [at another], and 
its discrimination [at one time], and its non-discrimination 
[at another], then this is in contradiction to the assertion 
[in § 19], that it is ‘ever essentially a pure and free intelli- 
gence;’ and it is in contradiction to such texts as this, 
viz., ‘The absolute truth is this, that neither is there 
destruction [of the soul], nor production [of it]; nor is it 
bound, nor is it an effecter [of any work], nor is it desirous 
of liberation, nor is it, indeed, liberated ; [seeing that that 
cannot desire or obtain liberation, which was never bownd].’® 
This [charge of inconsistency] he repels :4 


1 To render vdsdna, on which see 2, at p. 29, supra. Hd. 
 mUTTaracaerr as ASTRA SAT- 
feara aeftara faaraaraaefa i 


8 Amritabindu Upantshad, v. 10. See Dr. Albrecht Weber's 
Indische Studien, vol. ii., p. 61, note 2. Kd. 


‘aq Wea Meare faaafaaar a 
chad afe faarreaerathatatrereran 
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aga ad aed faafaa: ut ti 


Aph. 58. It is merely verbal, and 
eae nee A not a reality [this so-called bondage of 
the soul]; since it [the bondage] resides 

in the mind, [and not in the soul]. 


a. That is to say: since bondage, &c., all reside only in 
the mind [and not in the soul], all this, as regards the soul, 
is merely verbal, i.e., it 1s vor et praeterea nihil; be- 
cause is is merely a reflexion, like the redness of [pellucid | 
crystal [when a China-rose is near it], but not a reality, 
with no false imputation, like the redness of the China- 
rose itself. Hence there is vo contradiction to what had 
been said before, [as the objector (under § 57. 7.) would 
insinuate]: such 1s the state of the case.” 


aa facut a atafad St aA a Aas: | 
aaa 3 ae ete aATadarfeyfia- 
fatrrata at afzecta i 


1 Aniruddha has, instead of re | d, q 1. Hence: ‘ But it 


is merely verbal, not a reality,’ &c. Hd. 
-qurdat aaa faa waraanaraca 
Tee TE waar wafeacnfeaanta- 
faqaraara ¢ aeananifad sararfza- 
afeua: | wat Arafatra fa ara: 


F 


6. But then, if bondage, &c., as re- 
infeeen. Testimony. or gards the soul, be merely verbal, let 
ception, might not avail them be set aside by hearing [that they 
ae bee ate the soul's ore merely verbal], or by argument 

[establishing that they are so]. Why. 
in the Scripture and the Law, is there enjoined, as the 
cause of liberation, a discriminative knowledge [of Soul, 
as distinguished from Non-soul], going the length of 


immediate cognition ? To this he replies :' 


afaatsta a areata fegaaeutrenga Nua l 


Aph. 59. Moreover, it [the non- 
The truth must be di- discrimination of Soul from Nature,| 
rectly discerned, and not, 
merely accepted on the 18 not to be removed by argument : 
‘ound 
of iden stimony,0r ag that of the person perplexed about 
the points of the compass [is not to be 


removed] without immediate cognition. 


a. By ‘argument’ we mean thinking. The word 
‘moreover’ is intended to aggregate [or take in, along 
with ‘argument’] ‘ testimony,’? [or verbal authority, which. 
no more than ‘argument,’ or inference, can remove the 
evil, which can be removed by nothing short of direct 
intuitive perception of the real state of the case]. 


ate aeurfes TARA AIgTS cafe ATA 
VAM ATA AUT AAT | fara afaeaair 
ATES faaaarrnaferaa ATe- 
eddata | aate | 

 gfaraaa | afaqe: AaUATTATT: | 
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b. That is to say: the bondage, &c., of the soul though 
{granted to be] merely verbal, are not to be removed by 
merely hearing, or inferring, without immediate cognition, 
without directly perceiving; just as the contrariety in 
regard to the [proper] direction, though merely verbal [as 
resulting from misdirection|, in the case of’ a person who 
is mistaken as to the points of the compass [and hence as 
to his own bearings], is not removed by testimony, or by 
inference, without immediate cognition, 1.e., without [his] 
directly perceiving’ [how the points of the compass really 
lie, to which immediate perception ‘testimony,’ or ‘in- 
ference,’ may conduce, but the necessity of which these 
media, or instruments of knowledge, cannot supersede]. 


c. Or it [Aph. 59] may be explained as follows, viz. : 
But then, [seeing that] it is declared, by the assertion [in 
Aph. 56], viz., that ‘The removal of it is to be effected by 
the necessary means,’ that knowledge, in the shape of dis- 
crimination [between Soul and Nature], is the remover of 
non-discrimination [in regard to the matter in question], 
tell us, is that knowledge of a like nature with the hearing 





1 Here I have had to make several insertions and other alterations. 
Dr. Ballantyne had: ‘ That is to say, the bondage, &c., [of the soul] 
is not to be removed by merely hearing, or inferring, without 
perceiving ; just as the contrariety in regard to the proper direction, 
in the case, &e. Hd. 


aTeraafa weal qerfes Wawa 
ARTA A aeadsaweyred areqenré 
fart aa fesewam agiaafa ferada- 
LN 
te wawateat a aread arent fa- 
Tq: 
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(of Testimony |, &c.? Or isit something peculiar? A reply 
to this being looked for, he enounces the aphorism [§ 59]: 
‘Moreover, it is not to be removed by argument,’ &c. 
That is to say: non-discrimination is not excluded, is not 
cut off, by argument, or by testimony, unless there be 
discrimination as an immediate perception ; just as is the 
case with one who is bewildered in regard to [his] direction ; 
becuuse the only thing to remove an immediate error 1s an 
immediate individual perception’ [of the truth. For 
example, a man with the jaundice perceives white objects 
as if they were yellow. He may infer that the piece of 
chalk which he looks at is really white ; or he may believe 
the testimony of a friend, that it is white; but still nothing 
will remove his erroneous perception of yellowness in the 
chalk, except a direct perception of its whiteness |. 


d. Having thus, then, set forth the fact that Liberation 
results from the immediate discrimination [of Soul from 


—— 


Rasy Bway va fraaarcaraghs- 
fafiwaa fataqraaarscaaa d- 
sara fa waurfeararcanaria afatewa 
TaTa_MaAte yradisttenfeata | w- 
faaar afaa: wauea a aad ahaa 
faaaratrel frat festzqfeay: Areqrea- 
wa maacfanreraaa fatrfirar- 
fefa 
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Nature], the next thing to be set forth is the ‘ discrimina- 
tion’ [here referred to]. 


e. This being the topic, in the first place, since only if 
Soul and Nature exist, liberation can result from the dis- 
crimination of the one from the other, therefore that 
‘instrument of right knowledge’ ( pramdza) which esta- 
blishes the existence of these [two imperceptible realities] 
is [first] to be set forth :* 


WAUTUTUATATAT aa yarrerfta 
ag ll Go tt 


Aph. 60. The knowledge of things 
_ The evidence for things imperceptible is by means of Inference ; 
tmperceptible. . 
as that of fire [when not directly per- 
ceptible, | is by means of smoke, &c. 


a. That is to say: ‘of things imperceptible,’ i.e., of 
things not cognizable by the senses, e. g., Nature and the 
Soul, ‘the knowledge,’ i. e., the fruit lodged in the soul, is 
brought about by meaus of that instrument of right know- 
ledge [which may be called] ‘Inference’ (anumdna), [but 
which (see Nydya Aphorisms, I., §5) is, more correctly, ‘the 
recognition of a Sign’|; as [the knowledge that there is| 
fire [in such and such a locality, where we cannot directly 


aed fadaurararcrarel afaurana: 
at faaa: afaatedta: 

* ater nafareatast fe afetararey: 
WTCAA HAST WATT ATI It 
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perceive it,| is brought about by the ‘recognition of a Sign,’ 
occasioned by smoke, &c.’ 


6b. Moreover, it is to be understood that that which is 
[true, but yet is] not established by ‘Inference,’ is esta- 
blished by Revelation. But, since ‘ Inference’ is the chief 
[among the instruments of knowledge], in this [the San- 
khya| System, ‘Inference’ only is laid down [in the 
aphorism,| as the chief thing; but Revelation is not disre- 
garded” [in the Sankhya system; as will be seen from 
Aph. 88 of this Book]. 


ce. He [next] exhibits the order of creation of those things 
among which Nature is the first, and the relation of cause 
and effect [among these, severally], preparatorily to the 
argument that will be [afterwards] stated 


' PATNA UT ARAYA AA AT AT ALAT- 
aaa TATU ate: Teaiag wei fad 
wafa am wafefasifadarara ag: 
fafefvaa: 1 

 SaATafaeaarratearctara | at- 
WA) AA WAAMAAAAMNAS RAAT- 
TAAQ AWAIT A APTASMTA- 
uate i 

: WATE TAT ates FATATUTATATATY- 
atiirartaranara at aaa 
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VAAAAA AIF Vata: VaAAET- 

TARA ISTATUSE ATI aRTTTEpTafH- 

fed are: wenraia cee efa wate. 
oufaatat: 89 1 


Aph. 61. Nature (prakriti) is the 

Ps aie Real state of equipoise of Goodness (sattwa), 

Passion (rajas), and Darkness (tamas) : 

from Nature [proceeds] Mind (mahat) ; from Mind, Self- 

consciousness (ahankdara) ; from Self-consciousness, the five 

Subtile Elements (tan-mdtra), and both sets [external and 

internal,] of Organs (indriya); and, from the Subtile Ele- 

ments, the Gross Elements (sthida-bhita). [Then there is| 
Soul (purusha). Such is the class of twenty-five. 


a. ‘The state of equipoise’ of the [three] things called 
‘Goodness,’ &c., is their being neither less nor more 
{one than another]; that is to say, the state of not being 
[developed into] an effect [in which one or other of 
them predominates]. And thus ‘ Nature’ is the triad of 
‘Qualities’ (guna), distinct from the products [to which 
this triad gives rise|: such is the complete meaning.’ * 


6. These things, viz., ‘Goodness,’ &c., [though spoken 
of as the three Qualities|, are not ‘ Qualities’ (gua) in the 
Vaiseshika sense of the word; because [the ‘ Qualities’ of 





1 My MSS. of Aniruddha omit AeATAT: . Ed 

ewarfesarat at amnraenrgarata- 
fraraenararawiayg: | wa a arafaa 
Tay vafafifa waafadtsa: i 


8 For a translation of a slightly different text, see the Rational 
Refutation, &c., p. 43. Kd. 
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the Vaiseshika system have, themselves, no qualities (see 
Kanéda’s 16th Aph.); while] ¢hese have the qualities of 
Conjunction, Disjunction, Lightness, Force, Weight, &c.” 
In this [Sankhya] system, and in Scripture, &., the word 
: Quality ° (guna) is employed [as the name of the three 
things in question],? because they are subservient to Soul 
[and, therefore, hold a secondary rank in the scale of being], 
and because they form the cords [which the word guna also 
signifies], viz., ‘Mind,’ &c., which consist of the three [so- 
called] ‘ Qualities,’ and which did, as a [cow, or other] 
brute-beast, the Soul.‘ ‘ 


c, Of this [Nature] the principle called ‘the great one’ 
(mahat), viz., the principle of ‘ Understanding’ (buddhi), 
is the product. ‘Self-consciousness’ is a conceit [of sepa- 
rate personality]. Of this there are two products, (1) the 


1 Balavattwa ; for which I find the variant chalatwa, ‘mobility.’ 
fd. 

* Read: ‘Goodness and the rest are substances, not specific 
qualities; for they [themselves] possess [qualities, viz., those of] 
contact and separation, and also have the properties of levity, mobility, 
gravity, dc. Vaiseshikd gunah is equivalent to the visesha-gundh 
in the original of Book V., 25. a. For the ‘ specific qualities,’ see the 
Bhdshd-parichchheda, st. 90. Hd. 

3 For ‘is employed,’ &c., read, ‘is applied to these (feshu), 
[namely, goodness, passion, and darkness].’ /d. 


‘wards garfa a antyar sar: dat- 
a fed TATRA ARTETA TS 
AvAT Wea WITS TUNA TRATTATA- 
TeyRUU TANTRA ATLL TA 


qara Wastd ll 


6 
6 For a different translation, see the Rational Refutation, &c., 
pp. 43, 44. Ed. 
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‘Subtile Elements’ and (2) the two sets of ‘Organs.’ The 
‘Subtile Elements’ are [those of] Sound, Touch, Colour, 
Taste, and Smell. The two sets of ‘Organs,’ through 
their division into the external and the internal, are of 
eleven kinds. The products of the ‘Subtile Elements’ 
are the five ‘Gross Elements.’ But ‘Soul’ is something 
distinct from either product or cause. Such is the class of 
twenty-five, the aggregate of things. That is to say, be- 
sides these there is nothing.’ 


d. He [next], in [several] aphorisms, declares the order 
of the inferring” [of the existence of these principles, the 
one from the other: 


WMATA tt SU 


Aph. 62. [The knowledge of the 
The existence of the existence] of the five ‘Subtile Ele- 


* Subtile Elements’ is wn- oes ? 
ferred from that of te ments’ is [by inference,] from the 


‘G 
ee ‘Gross Elements.’ 


Aa: HT were afeazaa | AEA 
shrara:| ae araed araraifegeratt 
fed 41 aarata wamwvtencaea: | 
wrafafea apanaacietarenfayy | 
AAaTU ararfa ass yenata | Tea 
Hanatanya eal za wafanta- 
TU: uedaye: | Vaetafta: wera aret- 
qa: 

* MARTARARTS A: 
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a. ‘The knowledge, by inference,’ so much is supplied,’ 
[to complete the aphorism, from Aphk. 60]." 


b. Earth, &c., the ‘Gross Elements,’ are proved to exist, 
by Perception ; [and] thereby [i.e., from that Perception ; 
for Perception must precede Inference, as stated in Go- 
tama’s 5th Aphorism,| are the ‘Subtile Elements’ in- 
ferred, [the crovyeta otovyeiwy of Empedocles]. And so the 
application [of the process of inference to the case| is as 
follows: 

(1) The Gross Elements, or those which have not 
reached the absolute limit [of simplification, or of the 
atomic], consist of things [Subtile Elements, or Atoms, | 
which have distinct qualities; [the earthy element having 
the distinctive quality of Odour; and so of the others]: 

(2) Because they are gross ; 


3) [And everything that is gross is formed of some- 
thing less gross, or, in other words, more subtile,| as jars, 
webs, &c.;? [the gross web being formed of the less gross 
threads ; and so of the others]. 


om ° 
FRNA ANA AATHTT 1 G3 tt 
Aph. 63. [The knowledge of the 


And thence that of existence] of Self-consciousness is [by 
Self-consciousness, : : 
inference, | from the external and inter- 


AAT AT TTA 

wel ufyanfe naafas aa aAraT- 
WaTATAA | qa aTTaRaaTETUAT i wa 
anata afawerprag areata we 
arezuztfeafefa BATT: I 


5 In my MSS. of Aniruddha there is no "] after a. Ed. 
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nal [organs], and from these [‘ Subtile Elements,’ mentioned 
in Aph. 62]. 

a. By inference from [the existence of] the external and 
internal organs, and from [that of] these ‘Subtile Ele- 
ments,’ there is the knowledge of [the existence of such a 
principle as] Self-consciousness.' 


6. The application [of the process of inference to the 
case| is in the following [somewhat circular] manner: 


(1) The Subtile Elements and the Organs are made up 
of things consisting of Self-consciousness : 


(2) Because they are products of Self-consciousness : 


(3) Whatever is not so [i.e., whatever is not made out 
of Self-consciousness]| is not thus [i.e., is not a product of 
Self-consciousness| ; as the Soul, | which, not being made 
up thereof, is not a product of it]. 


c. But then, if it be thus [i.e., if it be, as the Sankhyas 
declare, that all objects, such as jars, are made up of 
Self-consciousness, while Self-consciousness depends on 
‘Understanding,’ or ‘ Intellect,’ or ‘ Mind,’ the jirst pro- 
duct of ‘ Nature’ (see Aph. 61)], then [some may object, 
that], since it would be the case that the Self-conscious- 
ness of the potter is the material of the jar, the jar made 
by him would disappear, on the beatification of the potter, 
whose internal organ [or ‘ Understanding’ | then surceases. 


 aTaraTacraifatearat AAAs aTe- 
RCATAATAAT FT: 

* eral rear rarra ear areta aH Ta- 
frarrarigaerd | data data wT TEE 
afa Warn: it 
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And this [the objector may go on to say,| is not the case; 
because another man [after the beatification of the potter, | 
recognizes that ‘This is that same jar’ [which, you may 
remember, was fabricated by our deceased acquaintance ].’ 


d. [In reply to this we say,| it is not thus; because, 
on one’s beatification, there is an end of only those modi- 
fications of his internal organ [or ‘ Intellect’] which 
could be causes [as the jar no longer can be,| of the 
emancipated soul’s experiencing [either good or ill], but not 
an end of the modifications of intellect in general, nor 
[an end] of intellect altogether:? [so that we might 
spare ourselves the trouble of further argument, so far as 
concerns the objection grounded on the assumption that 
the intellect of the potter surceases, on his beatification : 
but we may go further, and admit, for the sake of argu- 
ment, the surcease of the ‘intellect’ of the beatified potter, 
without conceding any necessity for the surcease of his 
pottery. This alternative theory of the case may be stated 
as follows]: 


e. Or [as Berkeley suggests, in his Principles of Human 
knowledge, Ch. vi.], let the Self-consciousness of the Deity 
be the cause why jars and the like [continue to exist], and 


' Taz FATHER aeTarearay- 
Cal AAMT ACUVATATR afatAa- 
WAT: Wid | A Vas TITAN a 
ward uz afm wafrearaaraan feta T 


Ad wageireduicaraaay aert- 
agra q ufcaraarar- 
VTAUAUSTSIS FTE: It 
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not the Self-consciousness of the potter, &c.,) [who may 
lose their Self-consciousness, whereas the Deity, the sum 
of all life, Hiranyagarbha (see Vedanta-sara, § 62), never 
loses his Self-consciousness, while aught living continues]. 


AAV ATM tt 3 it 


Aph. 64. [The knowledge of the ex- 
And tence that of istence] of Intellect is [by inference,] 
from that [Self-consciousness, § 63]. 


a. That is to say: by inference from [the existence of] 
‘that,’ viz., Self-consciousness, which is a product, there 
comes the knowledge of ‘ Intellect’ (buddhi), the great 
‘inner organ’ (antahkarana), [hence] called ‘the great one’ 
(mahat), [the existence of which is recognized] under the 
character of the cause of this’ [product, viz., Self-con- 
sciousness |. 


b. And so the application [again rather circular, of the 
process of inference to the case,| is as follows: 


(1) The thing called Self-consciousness is made out of 
the things that consist of the moods of judgment [or mind]; 


(2) Because it is a thing which is a product of judgment 
[ proceeding in the Cartesian order of cogito, ergo sum ; and] 


‘saat ueifesafa fecagrieat wa 
RUA A RATATAT: It 
* AMSAT HAY AAU AA ALAAM- 


TAU AMY FEA sy 
ZeqTg: 
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(3) Whatever is not so [i.e., whatever is not made out 
of judgment, or mental assurance], is not thus [i.e., is not 
a product of mental assurance]; as the Soul, [which is not 
made out of this or of anything antecedent], &c." 


c. Here the following reasoning is to be understood : 
Every one, having first determined anything under a con- 
cept [i.e., under such a form of thought as is expressed by 
a general term; for example, that this which presents 
itself is a jar, or a human body, or a possible action of one 
kind or other], after that makes the judgment, ‘This is 
I,’ or ‘This ought to be done by me,’ and so forth: so 
much is quite settled; [and there is no dispute that the 
fact is as here stated]. Now, having, in the present in- 
stance, to look for some cause of the thing called ‘Self- 
consciousness’ [which manifests itself in the various 
judgments just referred to], since the relation of cause and 
effect subsists between the two functions [the occasional 
conception, and the subsequent occasional judgment, which 
is a function of Self-consciousness|, it is assumed, for sim- 
plicity, merely that the relation of cause and effect exists 
between the two substrata to which the [two sets of] func- 
tions belong ; [and this is sufficient,] because it follows, as 
a matter of course, that the occurrence of a function of the 
effect must result’ from the occurrence of a function of the 
cause ;? [nothing, according to the Sankhya, being in any 


aa Sa HAT: | MeaNtea fraag- 
Prag aaTaTETae faaqaragarta | waa 
aaa war waanfetcta i 

> ara aaht Area: | warsfa Ara: Wer. 
dare wera fafaa waetaaasaaE 
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product, except so far, and in such wise, as it preexisted in 
the cause of that product]. 


adda: Ward: Sy tt 


Aph. 65, [The knowledge of the exis- 
vind tence that of tence] of Nature is [by inference,] from 
that [‘ Intellect,’ § 64]. 


a. By inference from [the existence of] ‘that, viz., the 
principle [of Intellect, termed], ‘the Great one,’ which is 
a product, there comes the knowledge of [the existence of] 
Nature, as [its] cause! 


b. The application [of the process of inference to the 
case| is as follows: 


(1) Intellect, the affections whereof are Pleasure, Pain, 
and Dulness, is produced from something which has these 
affections, |those of] Pleasure, Pain, and Dulness: 


(2) Because, whilst it is a product [and must, therefore, 
have arisen from something consisting of that which 
itself now consists of], it consists of Pleasure, Pain, and 


Dulness ; [and | 





aye adafaareaauta arafeeaa | a- 
WEALEAATUTAT AAT FAT: BTARTT- 
VA ACTAAANA AAAI ATTayT- 
PHN ATU SAA HAGAAPIH- 
watrntera tt 


Aal ARWAVAMAATUAT WHATA- 
Alaa Ares: 
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(3) [Every product that has the affections of, or that 
occasions, Pleasure, Pain, or Dulness, takes its rise in some- 
thing which consists of these]; as lovely women, &c.! 


c. For an agreeable woman gives pleasure to her hus- 
band, and, therefore, [is known to be mainly made up of, 
or| partakes of the quality of ‘Goodness ;’ the indiscreet 
one gives pain to him, and, therefore, partakes of the 
quality of ‘ Foulness ;’ and she who is separated [and per- 
haps forgotten, | occasions indifference, and so partakes of 
the quality of ‘ Darkness,’ * 


d. And the appropriate refutation [of any objection], in 
this case, is [the principle], that it is fitting that the quali- 
ties of the effect should be [in every case,| in conformity 
with the qualities of the cause.’ 


e Now he states how, in a different way, we have [the 
evidence of | inference for [the existence of] Soul, which is 
void of the relation of cause and effect that has been men- 


‘Sa Wart | aaewareufaal afe: 
WAG VATIARIAT Baa aft Fag 
waren aararateatera i 

area fe ad: auefa arfaat | afa- 
aa owefa usd! facet ateefit 
amaat vata tt 

 SAUTTANAs area WaTAs- 
HAA: It 
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tioned,’ [in the four preceding aphorisms, as existing 
between Nature and its various products|: 


BRAUUTAATA RAT Ul GE I 


Aph. 66. [The existence] of Soul [is 
The argument for the inferred| from the fact that the com- 
existence of Soul. : ; ce 
bination [of the principles of Nature 
into their various effects] is for the sake of another [than 
unintelligent Nature, or any of its similarly unintelligent 
products ]. 


a. ‘Combination,’ i.e., conjunction, which is the cause 
[of all products; these resulting from the conjunction of 
their constituent parts]. Since whatever has this quality, 
as Nature,” Mind, and so on [unlike Soul, which is no¢ 
made up of parts], is for the sake of some other; for this 
reason it is understood that Soul exists: such is the re- 
mainder,’ [required to complete the aphorism]. 


6. But the application [of the argument, in this particu- 
lar case, is as follows]: 


(1) The thing in question, viz., Nature the ‘Great one,’ 
with the rest [of the aggregate of the unintelligent], has, 
as its fruit [or end], the [mundane] experiences and the 
[eventual] Liberation of some dther than itself : 





‘RA TARMAC TIY FRA 
DAU AUTATATATATE Il 


? Here indicated by the adjective avyakta, ‘the indiscrete.’ See 
Aph. 136 of this Book. Ed. 


aaa: AMAhIasaT: | aTaTSsaTAA- 
ele: UUINTSAT: WaT sry sfa Va: | 


G 
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(2) Because it is a combination [or compages]; 


(3) [And every combination, | asa couch, or a seat, or the 
like, [is for another’s use, not for its own; and its several 
component parts render no mutual service]. 


c. Now, in order to establish that it is the cause of all 
[products], he establishes the eternity of Nature ( prakriti) 


AA AAPM TAH AAA! Ml SO I 


Avpamial Petheeee: A ph. 67. Since the root has no root, 
nity of Nature. the root [of all] is rootless. 


a. Since ‘the root’ (mila), 1i.e., the cause of the twenty- 
three principles, [which, with Soul and the root itself, make 
up the twenty-five realities recognized in the Sankhya, | 
‘has no root,’ i.e., has no cause, the ‘root,’ viz., Nature 
(pradhdna), is ‘ rootless,’ 1.e., void of root. That is to say, 
there is no other cause of Nature; because there would be 


‘ wane feared vafrAeefea Ga- 
Ty APTI ~ARaATsaraarfea- 
fefa 

 zereal GaarTUTaTad NadhaNA- 
qateata tt 


3 This seems to mean: ‘There being no root to a root, the root 
[or radical principle, in the Sankhya, ] is rootless.’ 

In several MSS. which I consulted in India I found the strange 
fenaines aa AMMAR AMTATA | «Te 
root of roots, since it has no root, is rootless.’ This is very like 
saying that AMA. Ld. 
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a regressus in infinitum,’ |if we were to suppose another 


cause, which, by parity of reasoning, would require 
another cause ; and so on without end |. 


6. He states the argument [just mentioned] in regard 
to this, [as follows] :? 


uTTaasaast Ufea AATATAA Ul GE 


‘wat sarfaniqaarat aa WATAT- 
AARUMTArPA TAHA ATTA | 
NAIA WHAM A ACUAHal- 
wa: tl 

The source of the preceding exposition I have not ascertained. 
Vijnina has: FOANaAa aA WaTAUTea W- 
Wa AATIAAMIG AT AAMITT- 
WATAT: | Nem: Be AANA W- 
Wat AATIAATAG Aad AT AaT- 
AUAPAATFS: | Aniruddha; AANAAATAT- 
STRUTT WHT AAA | AT 
mata: | Vedanti Mabideva: QOfanfadeateat 
AA WUTASAAQIGA ATUATAaTSaATTA 
Duprey: | ze. 

ary OPaATE 
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Aph. 68. Even if there be a succes- 
The employment of the gion, there is a halt at some one point ; 
term Primal Agency, or 


Nature, is merely to dee and so it is merely a name [that we 
kc aa give to the point in question, when we 


speak of the root of things, under the 
the name of ‘ Nature’|. 


a. Since there would be the fault of regressus in infi- 
nitum, if there were a succession of causes,—another cause 
of Nature, and another [cause] of that one, again,—there 
must be, at last, a halt, or conclusion, at some one point, 
somewhere or other, at some one, uncaused, eternal thing. 
Therefore, that at which we stop is the Primal Agency 
(pra-kriti); for this [word prakriti, usually and conve- 
niently rendered by the term Nature,| is nothing more 


than a sign to denote the cause which is the roof: such is 
the meaning.' 


6. But then [some Vedaénti may object, according to this 
view of matters], the position that there are just twenty- 
five realities is not made out; for, in addition to? the 
‘Indiscrete’ [or primal Nature], which [according to you, | 
is the cause of Mind,? another unintelligent principle, 
named ‘Ignorance’ [see Vedunta-sdra, § 21], presents 











‘Tara | TeTaatfeta HITT 
are STATA ATETATS ATTA VHA 
faanasfafaa afttae waqare wafa- 
adifa | wat ay waar Ba vatafifa 
fe FATES aAraratans: | 


2 Read ‘in connexion with. kd. 


3 Literally, instead of ‘ Mind,’ ‘the principle [termed] the Great 
one. Ed. 
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itself. Having pondered this doubt, he declares [as 
follows]: 


MATT: HATTA: tt GO 


Nature and Soul alike Aph. 69. Alike, in respect of Nature, 
Ene and of both [Soul and Nature, is the 
argument for the uncreated existence |.’ 


a. In the discussion of the Primal Agent [Nature], the 
cause which is the root [of all products], the same side is 
taken by us both, the asserter [of the Sankhya doctrine] 
and the opponent [Vedanti|]. This may be thus stated: 
As there is mention, in Scripture, of the production of 
Nature, so, too, 1s there of that of Ignorance, in such texts 
as this, viz.: ‘This Ignorance, which has five divisions, 
was produced from the great Spirit.’ Hence it must 
needs be that a figurative production is intended to be 
asserted, in respect of one of these [and not the diteral pro- 
duction of both; else we should have no root at all]; and, 
of the two, it is with Nature only that a figurative pro- 
duction, in the shape of a manifestation through conjunc- 
tion with Soul, &c., is congruous. A production [such as 
that metaphorical one here spoken of,| the characteristic 
of which is conjunction 7s mentioned ; for there is mention 


aa wafinfaaerdita ataaad AE- 


AAALU Ty Haas faaqreassad ealvaATTT- 
ATUTTSTE 


2 This is Dr. Ballantyne’s revised translation, suggested by a 
remark of Vijnana, quoted and translated below, in b. The rendering 
now replaced runs: ‘Alike [is the opinion] of both [of us], in respect 
of Nature.’ The side-note was formerly correspondent to a., viz.: 
‘He meets a Vedantic objection.’ Hd. 
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of [such] a figurative origination of Soul and Nature, in a 
passage of the Kaurma [| Purdua], beginning, ‘Of action 
[or the Primal Agency], and knowledge [or Soul],’ and 
soon. And, as there is no mention, in Scripture, of the 
origin of Ignorance, as figurative, it is not from eternity. 
And Ignorance, which consists of false knowledge, has 
been declared, in an aphorism of the Yoga, to be [not a 
separate entity, but] ‘an affection of the mind.’ Hence 
there is no increase to the [list of the twenty-five] Realities,' 
{in the shape of a twenty-sixth principle, to be styled 
Ignorance]. 


6. Or [according to another, and more probable, inter- 


 madaeracaraant qararfentaarte- 
AUTAa: VATA: UA | Waza Aaa Bar 
nqdeata: qua waafagrar ata afa- 
al GaTaaT MTEHat Aeraa eeufear- 
S| Wa Va wary AeafstaaT 
at a NAAT TRTdIrnfeiataear 
Tayatatat | warTayarats: aad 
aagraatea arate oafadeaaya- 
wrafacard | afearara arty aTra- 
UUIAIUAS Ralfeat | wafagra fa- 
amgaan afew fa art afaaa t 
Mat A aes 
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pretation of the aphorism,] the meaning is this, that the 


argument is the same in support of both, i.e., of both Soul 
and Nature: such is the meaning.! 


c. But then, there being [as has been shown, ] a mode of 
arriving, by inference, at [a knowledge of the saving truth 
in regard to] Nature, Soul, &c., whence is it that reflexion, 
in the shape of discrimination [between Soul and Nature], 
does not take place in the case of al/ [men]? In regard to 
this point, he states {as follows]:? 


afiaricifaeara farza: tt 90 0 


All do not profit by Aph. 70. There is no rule [or neces- 
the saving truth ; because 


it is only the best kind Sity, that a/7should arrive at the truth]; 
of people that are fully because those who are privileged [to 
amenable to reason. : : : ; 

engage in the inquiry] are of three 
descriptions. 


a. For those privileged [to engage in the inquiry] are 
of three descriptions, through their distinction into those 
who, in reflecting, are dull, mediocre, and best. Of these, 
by the dull the [Sankhya] arguments are frustrated [and 
altogether set aside], by means of the sophisms that have 
been uttered by the Buuddhas, &. By the mediocre they 
[are brought into doubt, or, in other words,| are made to 
appear as if there were equally strong arguments on the 
other side, by means of arguments which really prove the 
reverse [of what these people employ them to prove], or by 


‘RA Al Far: VaAATRAa: BATA wa 
“ATA TT: I 

aa WaaaRMaAranaaa Aaa 
faders Fat A ATA | ATE | 
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arguments which are not true: [see the section on Fallacies 
in the Zarka-sangraha|. But it is only the best of those 
privileged, that reflect in the manner that has been set 
forth [in our exposition of the process of reflexion which 
leads to the discriminating of Soul from Nature]: such is 
the import. But there is no rule that a// must needs 
reflect in the manner so set forth: such is the literal 
meaning.! 

6. He now, through two aphorisms, defines ‘the Great 
one’ and ‘Self-consciousness’;? [the reader being pre- 
sumed to remember that Nature consists of the three 
‘Qualities’ in equipoise, and to be familiar with the other 
principles, such as the ‘ Subtile elements’ (see § 61)]|: 


ARURAATA Brat AAA Ut 99 Ul 


7 Aph. 71. The first product [of the 
ae ie Great one "ts Primal Agent, Nature], which is called 
‘the Great one,’ is Mind. 


a. ‘Mind’ (manas). ‘Mind’ [is so called], because its 
function is ‘thinking’ (manana). By ‘thinking’ is here 
meant ‘judging’ (nigchaya). That of which this is the func- 


‘aaa fe wearers fata a- 
frartta: | aa Reese ATATAT AT 
aaa | auafiesraras: arnfaratag- 
alfa fara | vaarfianfaraa qatar 
aaatata ara: | aaaraag awa AaAa- 


faaat a TATU I 
* AREAL: ARIAS TAPATA I 
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tion is ‘intellect’ (Juddht); and ¢hat is the first product, 
that called ‘ the Great one’ (mahat): such is the meaning.' 


ATAISEAIT: Ul 92 I 


The relation of Self: Anh, 72. ‘Self-consciousness’ is that 
consciousness to Mind. which is subsequent [to Mind. | 


a. ‘Self-consciousness,’ the function of which is a con- 
ceit [that ‘Z exist,’ ‘Z do this, that, and the other thing’ |, 
is that which is subsequent: that is to say, ‘ Self-conscious- 
ness’ is the next after ‘ the Great one’? [§ 71]. 


b. Since ‘ Self-consciousness’ is that whose function 1s a 
conceit {which brings out the EHyo,in every case of cog- 
nition, the matter of which cognition would, else, have lain 
dormant in the bosom of Nature, the formless Objective], 
it therefore follows that the others [among the phenomena 
of mundane existence, | are effects of this [Self-conscious- 
ness|; and so he declares [as follows] :° 


— 


‘aa tial Aaa Aa: | AAAAT 
fama: agfaat gfe: ararcreqara 
araftarrgy: i 

* AEMUSMATAAAR TeIATAT AE- 
AISAPATISHATL SAID: | 

* Bat Stara ara a SeaTU SRA AT AAT A- 
acaraudataane i 
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MATATTATAT A "HW 93 tt 


Aph. 73. To the others it belongs 
All products, save 2 ' 
Mind, result from Self- to be products thereof, [i.e., of Self- 
CONSCIOUSNESS. ° 
consciousness |. 


a. ‘To be products thereof,’ i.e., to be products of Self- 
consciousness: that is to say, the fact of being products 
thereof belongs to the others,” the eleven ‘Organs’ (indriya), 
the five ‘Subtile elements,’ and, mediately, to the [gross] 
Elements, also, the products of the Subtile elements. 


6. But then, if it be thus [some one may say |, you relin- 
quish your dogma, that Nature is the cause of the whole 
world. Therefore he declares [as follows] :‘ 


MATA ARI WITTY SAMA | 98 | 


pie ° 
1 Instead of SACT, which seems to be peculiar to Vijndna, 
Aniruddha and others have the preferable lection STATI. Ed. 


ae ° 
2To render SYeQQ]T. Paragraph a is taken, with slight 
alterations at the beginning and at the end, from Aniruddha, Ld. 


* AHTAM AS AHA ATA RTE fe aT 
Ui Wd PAI TVA TPATTHTATAT- 
afa yarat araraafAae: It 


‘aq aaa afé ward aasrreancafafa 
faeraatata aie tl 
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Aph. 74. Moreover, mediately, 
Nature, immediately through that [i.e., the ‘Great one’ 
ind 
ee eT Mane (§ 71)], the first [cause, viz., N ature, ] 
ail other products. is the cause [of all products]; as is the 
case with the Atoms, [the causes, 


though not the immediate causes, of jars, Ge]. 


a. ‘Moreover, mediately,’ i.e., moreover, not in the 
character of the immediate cause, ‘the first,’ 1.¢e., Nature, 
is the cause of ‘Self-consciousness’ and the rest, [ mediately, | 
through ‘the Great one’ and the rest; as, in the theory of 
the Vaiseshikas, the Atoms are the cause of a jar, or the 
like, only [mediately,] through combinations of two atoms, 
and so on: such is the meaning.’ 


6. But then, since, also, both Nature and Soul are eternal, 
which of them is [really| the cause of the creation’s com- 
mencing? In regard to this, he declares | as follows] :? 


THUTPAe CACHATS TA SAATATT: WU 
‘urerasta BTeeeaasaTATal: Wa- 
dedare muted ageifeatcrfea aay jaty. 

— azifesaa ayafeataay: i 

aq Watawenarearcty fi ara eA TRI 

RA sr MAfHerA WE lt 


3 Slightly better, perhaps, than this reading is that of Aniruddha : 


Uda TACHATTAATAATAT: | a. 
=aaitat explanation here follows: | TafaqATaT 
aud fa eaqafatarat gata wa 
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. Aph. 75. While both [Soul and Na- 

sone Nau” 9 ¢ ture] are antecedent [to all products], 

since the one [viz., Soul,| is devoid [of 

this character of being a cause], it is applicable [only] to 
the other of the two, [viz., Nature]. 


a. That is to say: ‘ while both,’ viz., Soul and Nature, 
are preexistent to every product, still, ‘ since the one,’ viz., 
Soul, from the fact of its not being modified [into any- 
thing else, as clay is modified into a jar], must be ‘devoid,’ 
or lack the nature of a cause, ‘it 1s applicable,’ 1.e., the 
nature of a cause must belong, to the other of the two.’ 


6. But then [some one may say], let Atoms alone be 
causes; since there is no dispute [that these are causal]. 
In reply to this, he says :” 


ufchaa FT WalaTeTay lt 9% tt 


wea aUaaaatactaatwaad: | 
VASAT DUTT ATTAUTTAYT: | za 
qang qnqnihanaraysnfadsa- 
RIS Teraafadst eat ATWAT- 
VUTAATATS APT ACUATSATT TATA: 


aA aITUTAR- 
Ta Be 


8 Aniruddha has, according to both my MSS., ufcfara- 
a. Ba. 
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Aph,. 76. What is limited cannot be 
Why the theory of a : 

plastic Nature is prefer- the substance of all [things]. 
me @OE@YLES That which is limited cannot be 
the substance of all [things]; as yarn cannot be the 
[material] cause of a jar. Therefore it would [on the 
theory suggested,| be necessary to mention separate causes 
of [all] things severally; and it is simpler to assume a 
single cause. Therefore Nature alone is the cause. Such 
is the meaning.’ 


6. He alleges Scripture in support of this :” 


aAgUAATSA ll 99 I 


. Aph. 77. And [the proposition that 
Pid wirerrontg Nature is the cause of all is proved] 
from the text of Scripture, that the 

origin [of the world] is therefrom, [i.e., from Nature]. 


a. An argument, in the first instance, has been set forth 
[in § 76; for, till argument fails him, no one falls back 
upon authority]. Scripture, moreover, declares that 
Nature is the cause of the world, in such terms as, ‘ From 
Nature the world arises,’ &c.? 


‘ Tahar A areraarerat Fa A aA. 
FAY ACA | ATATAATaT AT WATT TAIT 
THAARAU FT ATTTA | ATAU. 
aaa acuUafaagya: tt 

are afd erate tt 

‘ afaeranrat | afacta merry a7- 
MAITUAAS HUTA TTI za | 
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6. But then [some one may say], a jar which ante- 
cedently did not exist is seen to come into existence. Let, 
then, antecedent non-existence be the cause [of each product]; 
since this is an invariable antecedent, [and, hence, a cause ; 
‘the invariable antecedent being denominated a cause,’ 
if Dr. Brown, in his 6th lecture, is to be trusted]. To 
this he replies :' 


ATTA AT qefate: tot t 


Aph. 78. A thing is not made out 


Ex athilo nihil fit. ; 
ka of nothing. 


a. That is to say: it is not possible that out of nothing, 
i.e., out of a nonentity, a thing should be made, 1.e., an 
entity should arise. If an entity were to arise out ofa 
nonentity, then, since the character of a cause is visible in 
its product, the world, also, would be unreal: such is the 
meaning.” 


6. Let the world, too, de unreal: what harm is that to 
us? [If any ask this,] he, therefore, declares [as follows] :* 


AITMCLERTUAUAN A ATARTAA I 92 it 


' aay UPA Ween Aaa quad | faaa- 
THPAAAP PTS: ACUI RTE | 

* WaMAIMTaTeearenraratad T- 
adiera: | wapararaTarafeate ace 
ara quad sfa wtdiswagqe afer: i 


Wad Wremaegy aA al afafwad wre 
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Aph.79. It [the world] is not unreal ; 

Reasons why the world because there is no fact contradictory 
ts not to be supposed un- ‘ : ve 

real. [to its reality], and because it is not 

the [false] result of depraved causes, 


[leading to a belief in what ought not to be believed]. 


a. When there is the notion, in regard to a shell [of a 
pearl-oyster, which sometimes glitters like silver], that it 
is silver, its being silver is contradicted by the [subsequent 
and more correct] cognition, that this is not silver. But, 
in the case in question [that of the world regarded as a 
reality], no one ever has the cognition, ‘ This world is not 
in the shape of an entity,’ by which [cognition, if any one 
ever really had such,| its being an entity might be op- 
posed.’ 

6. And it is held that that is false which 1s the result 
of a depraved cause ; e.g., some one’s cognition of a [white] 
conch-shell as yellow, through such a fault as the jaundice, 
[which depraves his eye-sight]. But, in the case in ques- 
tion, [that of the world regarded as a reality], there is no 
such [temporary or occasional ] depravation [of the senses] ; 
because all, at all times, cognize the world as a reality. 
Therefore the world is not an unreality.” 


ne 





ae ee A AR a AIO 


‘wal ttdfafa ata ae caafafa a- 
AWeHAaY: | AT BT ae araay swnfefa 
SIT Ata AA ATARAATY: ATT 

* SVR AMS HAUSA TAT a 
aafecaatargar aafad | wt a 


WMA Aaai Wael Ara erarsted | 
aeaTarae ateta bt 
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-c. But then [some one may suggest], /et a nonentity be 
the [substantial] cause of the world; still the world will 
not [necessarily, therefore,] be unreal. In regard to this, 
he declares [as follows]:! 


wa daria afefenira aerargaac 
afafe: ttbou 


Aph. 80. If it [the substantial cause, | 

The product of some- he an entity, then this would be the 
thing is something ; and | 

that of nothing, nothing. case, [that the product would be an 

entity], from its union [or identity] 

therewith ; [but] if [the cause be] a nonentity, then how 

could it possibly be the case [that the product would be 

real], since i¢ is a nonentity, [like the cause with which it 


is united, in the relation of identity] ? 


a. If an entity were the substantial cause { of the world], 
then, since [it is a maxim that] the qualities of the cause 
present themselves in the product, ‘this would be the 
case,’ i.e., it would be the case that the product was real, 
‘because of union therewith,’ i.e., because of the union [of 
the product] with the reality [which is its substratum ]. 
[But,] since, [by parity of reasoning], if a nonentity [were 
the substantial cause], the world would be a nonentity, 
then, by reason of its being a nonentity, i.e., by reason of 
the world’s being [on that supposition, | necessarily a non- 
entity, [like its supposed cause], how could this be the case,’ 
[that it would be real] ? 


PATS: ATMA TATA A SAT- 
at ufaudifa | aare i 
ATA SUTSTAATA ATU: ary efa 
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6. But then [a follower of the Mimansad may say], since 
[it would appear that] nonentity can take no shape but 
that of nonentity, let works alone be the cause of the 
world. What need have we of the hypothesis of ‘Nature’? 
To this he replies :' 


4 HAW SOMATA A” WEF 


Aph. 81. No; for works are not 
Action cannot serveas adapted to be the substantial cause | of 
a substratum. 
any product}. 


a. Granting that ‘the unseen’ [merit or demerit arising 
from actions] may be an instrumental cause, [in bringing 
about the mundane condition of the agent], yet we never 
see merit or demerit in the character of the substantial 
cause [of any product] : and our theories ought to show 
deference to our experience. ‘ Nature’ is to be accepted ; 
because Liberation arises [see § 56,° and § 83,] from dis- 
cerning the distinction between Nature and the Soul.* 


daria aaa afeta: aaa aaqrta- 
fe: | aera sad Saas qenrarsrreat- 
SQqrampra racer reatateta 
PTAA Aa «| ATTPHITT- 
we | fa MITAHTAIAA ATE 
° SUTeTANTAV TA, is the lection accepted by Vij- 


nana, and by him only. Ed. 


8 It is the bracketed Aph. 56, at p. 58, supra, that is here re- 
ferred to. Ed. 


‘fafad awn wareaarequr- 


H. 


98 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


6. But then [some one may say], since Liberation can 
be attained by undertaking the things directed by the 
Veda, what occasion is there for [our troubling ourselves 
ubout| Nature? To this he replies :' 


aTqafaarety afafe: anadarafaarn- 
CURTTHAA Wt 62 it 


Aph. 82. The accomplishment there- 

Silration is not to be of [i.e of Liberation,] is not, more- 
ohturned by ritual obser- . ; 

wunces. over, through Scriptural rites: the 

chief end of man does not consist in 

this [ which is gained through such means]; because, since 

this consists of what is accomplished through acts, [and 

is, therefore, a product, and not eternal], there is [still left 

impending over the ritualist,] the lability to repetition of 

births. 


a. ‘Scriptural means,’ such as sacrifices, [are so called |, 
because they are heard from [the mouth of the instructor 
in] Scripture. Not thereby, mureover, js ‘ the accomplish- 
ment thereof,’ i.e., the accomplishment of Liberation ; 
‘because one is liable to repetition of births, by reason of 
the fact that it [the supposed Liberation,] was accom- 
plished by means,’ 1.e., because the [thus far] liberated 


~~ ney — 





Alin NR cen mp te SA er 


aaa 4 afaed acca fe gerqar- 
wa vafal vafarestaanetarata- 
fefa wafoettanc: 1 

ay SeraTaTqEaea -Bfaeeraria 
DHA BE | 
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[soul] is still liable to repetition of births,’ inasmuch as 
this [its supposed Liberation, | is not eternal, | just] becausc 
it is [the result of] acts. or this reason, the chief end of 
man does not consist in this,? [which is gained through 
ritual observances]. 


b. He shows what does constitute the chief end of man :’ 
v~, 
aa arataaaerarataata: tt b3 t 


Aph. 83. There is Scripture for it, 
In regard to the attain- ; ‘ ar 
aon of ae es ond of that he who has attained to discrimina- 
man, the Scripture con- : : , es ; n 
curs with the Sankhy, 200, 0 regard to these [he., Nature 
and Soul], has no repetition of births. 


a. ‘In regard to these,’ i.e. in regard to Nature and 
Soul, of him who has attained to discrimination, there is 2 
text declaring, that, in consequence of his knowledge of 
the distinction, there will be no repetition of births; thc 
text, viz., ‘He does not return again,’* &c.° 


i Titerallp se liabloeodotaracte entndinaeristences: Ju 

 aaeqaad earrataat aaite: | a- 
arefa a afeafeatafate: araaarata- 
Srnmaaaaaaraas wa: Pare. 
faarn: | ATATETRATAAA I 

geared etata u 

4 Compare the Chhdndugya Upanishad, viii, xv. Ed. 

"aa vatagerar: urfadam faraa - 
sarenrafaata: | a a aauada sfa 
vata: T 
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b. He states an objection to the opposite view :! 
© ~ “~, ° 
GaSe TA IHsy ASaTATA: es 


Aph. 84. From pain [occasioned, e. g., 

Pain can lead only to to victims in sacrifice,| must come pain 
pain, not to liberation ‘ ; 

from it. [to the sacrificer, and not “beration 

from pain}; as there is not relief from 


chilliness, by affusion of water. 


a. If Liberation were to be effected by acts, [such as 
sacrifices], then, since the acts involve a variety of pains, 
Liberation itself [on the principle that every effect in- 
cludes the qualities of its cause, ] would include a variety of 
pains; and it would be a grief, from the fact that it must 
eventually end: for, to one who is distressed by chilliness 
the affusion of water does not bring liberation from his 
chilliness, but, rather, [additional] chilliness.” 


b. But then [some one may say], the fact that the act 
is productive of pain is not the motive (to the performance 
of sacrifice]; but the [real] reason is this, that the act is 
productive of things desirable. And, in accordance with this, 
there is the text, ‘By means of acts [of sacrifice] they 
may partake of immortality,’ &c. To this he replies :* 


eumtnenmeeecniie aed 





' fauet CTIATE 
afe HARTA ATA WaMMATT GwaE- 
AAPA BRAGA Breda: afa- 
aifa od arafe ssa sTeaaarat 
AAPA ASIA | 

aq VRS TAATAMATAN ATA Fa | AT- 
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ATASHTRASHT ATAATTARGTT ll GY 


Aph. 85. [Liberation cannot arise 

The character of the from acts]; because, whether the end 
end contemplated makes : ‘ . 

no difference in regurd be something desirable, or undesirable, 


ie aa Heed [and we admit that the motive of the 

sacrifice is not the giving pain to the 
victim], this makes no difference in regard to its being 
the result of acts, [and, therefore, not eternal, but tran- 
sitory |. 


a. Grant that pain is not what is [intended] to be 
accomplished by works done without desire, [on the part 
of the virtuous sacrificer], still, though there zs a difference 
[as you contend,| between [an act done to secure] some- 
thing enjoyable and an act done without reference to 
enjoyment, this makes no difference with respect to the 
fact of the Liberation’s being produced by acts, [which, I 
repeat, permanent Liberation cannot be]: there must still 
again be pain; for it [the Liberation supposed to have 
been attained through works,| must be perishable, because 
it is a production. The text which declares that works 
done without desire are instruments of Liberation has 
reference to knowledge, | which, I grant, may be gained by 
such means]; and Liberation comes through knowledge; 
so that these [works] are instruments of Liberation 


WHA FA! AT A Ala: BAe 
SHAMATAM CT | TATE 


1 The reading of Aniruddha, according to my MSS., is [= 


Fararasta. 22. 
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mediately :1 [but you will recollect that the present inquiry 
regards the immediate cause]. 


6. {But then, some one may say], supposing that 
Liberation may take place [as you Sankhyas contend, | 
through the knowledge of the distinction between Nature 
and Soul, still, since, from the perishableness [of the 
Liberation effected by this means, as well as any other 
means], mundane life may return, we are both on an 
equality, [we, whose Liberation you Sankhyas look upon 
as transitory, and you Sankhyas, whose Liberation we, 
again, look upon as being, by parity of reasoning, in much 
the same predicament]. To this he replies :* 


fAHARS FAUARATA UL A ARTA Gt 


AT nfaearaaaarel Ee TUTT ATAT- 
fasaraaafarasty area aaareaaafa- 
fre aerafada waa ee ad | 
fHSHTARATT AAU A: AAT TT- 
ATS Ale fa UTA ATeaTaaa 

 afe wafareafaaagrarar wzaa- 
ata afaaraaty dat Targa 
faad Wz tt 


3 Dr. Ballantyne, on republishing the Sankhya Aphorisms in the 


Bibliotheca Indica, adopted the genuine reading, qepeqqa4;a, 
instead of that given above, which I find, indeed, in the Serampore 
edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhéshya, but in no MS. He 
ought, however, at the same time, to have altered his translation, 
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Aph. 86, Of him who is essentially 

i ipapate efect liberated, his bonds having absolutely 

perished, it [i.e., the fruit of his saving 

knowledge,} is absolute: there is no parity [between his 

case and that of him who relies on works, and who may 

thereby secure a temporary sojourn in Paradise, only to 
return again to earth]. 


a. Of him ‘who is essentially liberated,’ who, in his very 
essence, is free, there is the destruction of bondage. The 
bond [see § 56,'] is Non-discrimination [between Nature 
and Soul]. By the removal thereof there is the destruc- 
tion, the annihilation, of Non-discrimination : and how is 
it possible that there should again be a return of the mun- 
dane state, when the destruction of Non-discrimination is 
absolute? Thus there is no [such] similarity,” [between 
the two cases, as is imagined, by the objector, under § 85. b.]. 


6. It has been asserted [in § 61,] that there is a class of 
twenty-five [things which are realities]; and, since these 
cannot be ascertained [or made out to be ¢rue|, except by 


which, in conformity with the unadulterated text, might have run 
somewhat as follows: ‘Of him who is, in himself, liberated all ex- 
tinction of bondage is final,’ &c. Such is the interpretation which, 
on comparison of the various commentaries, seems to be the most 


eligible. id. 


1 This is the Aphorism bracketed at p. 58, supra. Ed. 


FATA STARR AAG: | TAT 
sfaaa: | afetearfaaaetar ara: | safaa- 
HITS A OANA: FATA qaRTaa- 
afafa 4 aaa 
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proof, therefore he displays this ;! [i.e., he shows what he 
means by proof] : 


SAHA "ATU HETAUC KAA: TAT | 
ARTUATH AAT it 69 


Winery agi Aph.87. The determination of some- 

dence. thing not [previously] lodged in both 

[the Soul and the Intellect], nor in one 

or other of them, is ‘right notion’ (prama). What is, in 

the highest degree, productive thereof [i.e., of any given 

‘right notion ’], is that; [i.e.,1s what we mean by proof, 
or evidence, ( pramana) }. 


a. “Not lodged,’ i.e., not deposited in ‘one rightly 
cognizing’ (pramdtri); in short, not previously known. 
The ‘determination,’ i.e., the ascertainment [or right 
apprehension | of such a thing, or reality, 1s ‘right notion’; 
and, whether this be an affection ‘ of both,’ i1.e., of Intellect, 
and also of Soul [as some hold that it is], or of only one or 
other of the two, [as others hold, | exther way, ‘what is, in 
the highest degree, productive ’ of this ‘right notion’ 1s 
[what we term proof, or] evidence, (pramana) : such is the 
definition of evidence in general; [the definition of its 
several species falling to be considered hereafter |: such is 
the meaning.* 


‘asafantate sa afefea a war 
awa fafa agrata i 

2 Négeda has QTQ°, Ed. 

3 Some MSS. have the inferior reading -G@Y%YGh, Ed. 


‘wdfagqe: wATaaaTEctsatinta =f 
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6. It is with a view to the exclusion of Memory, Error, 
and Doubt, in their order, that we employ [when speaking 
of the result of evidence,} the expressions ‘not previously 
known’ [which excludes things remembered |, and ‘ reality ’ 
[which excludes mistakes and fancies], and ‘ discrimina- 
tion,’! [which excludes doubt). 


c. In regard to this [topic of knowledge and the sources 
of knowledge], if ‘right notion,’ is spoken of as located in 
the Soul [see § 87. a.], then the [proof, or] evidence is an 
affection of the Jntellect. If [on the other hand, the ‘right 
notion’ is spoken of as] located in the Intellect, in the 
shape of an affection [of that the affections of which are 
mirrored by the Soul], then it [the proof, or evidence, or 
whatever we may choose to call that from which ‘ right 
notion ’ results,| is just the conjunction of an organ [with 
its appropriate object; such conjunction giving rise to 
sense-perception], &c. But, if both the Soul’s cognition 
and the affections of the Intellect are spoken of as [ cases 
of] ‘right notion,’ then both of these aforesaid [the affec- 
tion of the Intellect, in the first case, and the conjunction 
of an organ with its appropriate object, &c., in the other 


qwad | waa aaa: ufchafara- 
UT WAT at a aardfeqeaaita WaT 
Tad fa JaqTATaVaaa ARM: TATA 


aaraae aaawfafa DATURTATATy- 
ufaaqa: ti 


‘ wafarmdTagerara RAUrafeta eta 
aeat saraquarafe i 
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case,| are [to receive the name of] proof (pramaua). You 
are to understand, that, when the organ of vision, &c., are 


spoken of as ‘evidence,’ it is only as being mediately’ [the 
sources of right knowledge}. 


d. How many [kinds of] proofs [then,| are there? To 
this he replies :” 
° ° = <€ bala 

fatai para’ afer aafagaitiata- 
fa: tbe u 

Aph. 88. Proof is of three kinds: 

eee rig three kinds there is no establishment of more; 

because, if these be established, then 


all [that is true] can be established [by one or other of 
these three proofs |. 


a. ‘ Proof is of three kinds ;’ that is to say, ‘ perception ’ 


ns 


‘sq ufe wared ual vectra 
del afaqfata WATT | afe afafad 
qfaad det aefemfaaarheta | “ate a 
treaaa afeqfranmaata wad 
aerRpiaAs ware waft aeqrfeg 3 WaT- 
wage: utaraafa ae 


afta WAI STE | 


8 So reads Aniruddha; but Vijnana, Nage&a, and Vedanti 
Mahfdeva end the eighty-seventh Aphorism with these two words. 
Hence: ‘That which is, in the highest degree, productive thereof is 
proof, of three kinds.’ Ed. 
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(pratyaksha), ‘the recognition of signs’ (anumdna), and 
‘testimony ’ (sabda), are the [three kinds of ] proofs.! 


6. But then [some one may incline to say], let ‘com- 
parison’ [which is reckoned, in the Nydya, a specifically 
distinct source of knowledge], and the others [such as 
‘Conjecture, &c., which are reckoned, in like manner, in 
the Miménsa], also be instruments of right knowledge, [as 
well as these three], in [the matter of } the discriminating 
of Nature and Soul: he therefore says, ‘ because, 1f these 
[three] be established, &c. And, since, if there be the 
three kinds of proof established,’ everything [that is really 
true] can be established [by means of them], there 1s no 
establishment of more ;’ no addition to the proofs can be 
fairly made out; because of the cumbrousness [that sins 
against the philosophical maxim, that we are not to assume 
more than is necessary to account for the case]: such is 
the meaning.’ 


c. For the same reason, Manu, also, has laid down only 
a triad of proofs, where he says [see the Institutes, Ch. 
xil., v. 105]: ‘By that man who seeks a distinct knowledge 
of his duty, [these] three [sources of right knowledge] 
must be well understood, viz., Perception, Inference, and 
Scriptural authority in its various shapes [of legal institute, 


‘ fafad warafata weer ya: 
DAUTATAS: 

aA vataqeataqanAraTa- 
feafa | aa are afeerfafa fafaeun- 
wUfas a ada feedrirufafea 
aarufia faefa Arcarfeara: 1 
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&c.].’ And ‘Comparison,’ and ‘ Tradition’ (aitihya), and 
the like, are included under Inference and Testimony ; and 
‘Non-perception ’ (anupalabdhi) and the like are included 
under Perception ;' [for the non-perception of an absent 
jar on a particular spot of ground is nothing else than the 
perception of that spot of ground without a jar on it]. 


d. He [next] states the definitions of the varieties? [of 
proof, having already (§ 87) given the general definition]: 


adad aaerantrmafe faatt ama- 
WA vee 


Aph. 89. Perception (pratyaksha) is 
that discernment which, being in con- 


junction [with the thing perceived], portrays the form 
thereof. 


Perception defined. 


a. ‘ Being in conjunction,’ [literally, | ‘ existing in con- 





' Ma Ua AaAaTiy VATUAIA ATTA | 
Waa @ wre a fafaurray | 3 
afafed art wanferiteafa: scara- 
fomnrdtat arqaTayeat: aN se SUT 
dtat a aera aw =efa 0 

* fFANAAYUATE tt 

? Aniruddha has URAARMAS ACTS, yielding «deter- 


mined by,’ &c., instead of ‘ being in,’ &c. Ed. 


‘ Vedinti Mahddeva has GRP AR (?). Ea. 
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junction ;’ ‘portrays the form thereof,’ i.e., assumes the 
form of the thing with which it is in conjunction [as water 
assumes the form of the vessel into which it is poured] ; 
what ‘discernment,’ or affection of the Intellect, [does this], 
that [affection of the Intellect (see Yoga Aphorisms, I., 
§5 and § 8. b.)]is the evidence [called] Perception: such is 
the meaning.! 


b. But then, [some one may say,] this [definition of 
Perception (§ 89)] does not extend [as we conceive it 
ought, and presume it 1s intended, to do,]| to the perception, 
by adepts in the Yoga, of things past, future, or concealed 
[by stone walls, or such intervening things as interrupt 
ordinary perception]; because there is, here, no ‘ form of 
the thing, in conjunction’ [with the mind of him who per- 
celves it, while absent]: having pondered this doubt, he 
corrects it by (stating, as follows, | the fact, that this [super- 
natural sort of perception] is not what he intends to de- 
fine :? 


ATATAATANAAATA STA: | @o tt 


ce a een NR RS RN Te CP ET ne 


‘gag anaes vquerantafe daqeq- 
warattanfe waa afeard afeaqfaa- 
TA TATA: | 

* aq attaradtarartaarated aaa 
safe: Hawa eas ARMT- 
Wada AAS | 
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Pitas Aph. 90. It is not a fault [in the 
he blamed, though it definition, that it does not apply to the 
eee ee perceptions of adepts in the Yoga]; 

because that of the adepts in the Yoga 
is not an external perception. 

a. That is to say: it is only sense-perception that is 
to be here defined ; and the adepts of the Yoga do not per- 
ceive through the external [organs of sense]. Therefore there 
is no fault [in our definition]; i.e., there is no failure to 
include the perceptions of these ;’ [because there is no 
intention to include them]. 

b. [But, although this reply is as much as the objector 
has any right to expect,| he states the real justification’ 
[of the definition in question |: 


SATA MA ATATTATSTSTA: tl OF A 


Aph. 91. Or, there is no fault 


But the definition [in the definition], because of the 
does apply to the percep- : : . ' 
tions of the mystic. conjunction, with causal things, of 


that [mystical mind] which has at- 
tained exaltation.‘ 


‘gfeqanaaaas ae afraarar- 
DUAR: | Wala erat A araeaeatsagriy- 
freaqa: 1 

ATA VATITATATS 


3 Thus Vijnana and Vedanti Mahadeva. Anirnddha has -U- 
qayTa ata. The reading of Nagesa is -AAUTST a 
eye. La. | 


4 For the term attsaya, again rendered, in the next page, by 
‘exaltation,’ vide infra, p. 116, note 4. Ed. 
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a. Or, be it so that the perception of the Yogi, also, 
shall be the thing to be defined ; still there is no fault [in 
our definition, § 89]; it does not fail to extend [to this, 
also]; since the mind of the Yogé, in the exaltation gained 
from the habitude produced by concentration, does come 
into conjunction with things [as existont] in their causes,} 
[whether or not with the things as developed into products 
perceptible by the external senses]. 


b. Ilere the word rendered ‘causal’ (dina) denotes the 
things, not in conjunction [with the senses], alluded to by 
the objector [in § 89. 6.|; for we, who assert that effects 
exist [from eternity, in their causes, before taking the shape 
of effects, and, likewise, in these same causes, when again 
resolved into their causes], hold that even what is past, 
&c., still essentially exists, and that, hence, its conjunction 
[with the mind of the mystic, or the clairvoyant, | is pos- 
sible.” 


c. But then, [some one may say, 
Objection, that the de- A, 


finition docs nt apply to Still this [definition] does not extend to 
(in pereepuons of tle the Lord's perceptions; because, since 


these are from everlasting, they can- 


SS ae AThaeyate wet aay a 
ara arated saa e WaaP Tyas. 
afarae ofits aaa aed tt 

aq atanee: arfnardiaaearst a- 
mlaatfent Udiatfeaata ceuatsaifa 
aaa wrafefa i 
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not result from [emergent] conjunction. To this he re- 


plies :? 
Tarifas: tl @2 I 


Aph. 92. [This objection to the de- 
ee ee ne finition of Perception has no force] ; 
because it is not proved that there 


is a Lord (iswara). 

a. That there is no fault [in the definition of Perception], 
because there is no proof that there 7s a Lord, is supplied? 
[from § 90]. 

6. And this demurring to there being any ‘ Lord’ is 
merely in accordance with * the arrogant dictum of [certain] 
partisans [who hold an opinion not recognized by the ma- 
jority|. ‘Therefore, it is to be understood, the expression 


employed is, ‘because it is not proved that there is a 
Lord,’ but not the expression, ‘ because there 7s no Lord.” 


‘aq aardiaumisanivae frar- 
ara faaaaaaTa | TATE 
> Sql DATUPAUaTeeTa BIA AAT It 


3 Rather, ‘And this [mere] taking exception to a Lord is ex- 
pressly owing to,’ &c. The aphorist would not be confounded 
with those who denied what he waited to see evidenced. The attitude 
which he assumed is that of suspense of judgment on the point of 
theism, as against the positiveness of the professed atheist. Vijnana, here 


followed, then goes on to say: BY QT atarrarfed- 


araid | ‘For, otherwise [i.e., if the aphorist had been atheistic], 
it would have been explicitly declared, Because of the non-existence of 
a Lord.’ £d. 


‘sag samara waefeat reaqeaa- 
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ce. But, on the implication! that there 7s a ‘ Lord,’ what 
we mean to speak of [in our definition of Perception, (§89),| 
is merely the being of the [same] kind with what is pro- 
duced by conjunction? [of a sense-organ with its object; 
and the perceptions of the ‘Lord’ may be of the same 
kind with such perceptions, though they were not to come 
from the same source]. 

d. Having pondered the doubt, ‘ How should the Lord 
not be proved [to exist] by the Scripture and the Law, 
[which declare his existence]?’ he states a dilemma which 
excludes [this]: 


ARIA CIAtMATaral ateata: tl 3 


Aph, 93. [And, further,] it is not 
A dil , to exclud ‘ ’ = : 
— Pi dee ay proved that he [the Lord,’ | exists ; 
Lord.’ because [whoever exists must be either 
free or bound; and], of free and 

bound, he can be neither the one nor the other. 


a. The ‘Lord’ whom you imagine, tell us, is he free 
from troubles, &c.? Or is he in bondage through these ? 


— 


fal wa vawufaatiaa a Abacrial- 
fefa aTeH It 

1 Rather, ‘the view being accepted’ (abhyupagame). 

SIAM d dfaarsrasadaaas 
faataaa i 

wafacafoat aadtat a faafearng 
AA ATT ATARATE 


114 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 
Since he is not, cannot be, either the one or the other, it 
is not proved that there is a ‘ Lord :’ such is the meaning.' 


6. He explains this very point 


SGATATTAATTA tl Os tt 


The force of’ the Aph. 94. | Because, | either way, he 
dilemma. would be inefficient. 


a. Since, if he were free, he would have no desires, &c., 
which [as compulsory motives,] would instigate him to 
create; and, if he were bound, he would be under delu- 
sion; he must be [on either alternative,| unequal to the 
creation, &c.* [of this world]. 


6. But then, [it may be asked,] if such be the case, 
what becomes of the Scripture-texts which declare the 
‘Lord? To this he replies: 


pn A nN ct ae et aT Re es 


' Satishtaa: fa aoifeftaar at TaSt 
alt waar yuraredaraactatete 
ay: tt 
’ deaig i 


3 The reading, in a later handwriting, of one of my MSS. of 
“ 


Aniruddha is “AMAT Ed. 
‘ Fart GEA AROITAATAE A A 
eaia qeatfenarl ATG: 
‘wpaqeaumanenadiat at aha: | 
aare tt 
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Hala: WAT Votay fawa’ aru eu it 


The import of the terts ae ek [The Scriptural texts which 

which epeukofthe'Lova make mention of the ‘ Lord’ are | 

either glorifications of the liberated 

Soul, or homages to the recognized* [deities of the Hindu 
pantheon |. 


a. That is to say: accordingly as the case may be, some 
text [among those in which the term ‘ Lord’ occurs,] is 
intended, in the shape of a glorification [of Soul], as the 
‘Lord,’ [as Soul is held to be], merely in virtue of junction 
[with Nature], to incite [to still deeper contemplation], to 
exhibit, as what is to be known, the liberated Soul, i.e., 
absolute Soul in general; and some other text, declaratory, 
for example, of creatorship, &c., preceded by resolution 
[to create, is intended] to extol [and to purify the mind of 
the contemplator, by enabling him to take a part in ex- 
tolling] the eternity, &c., of the familiarly known’ Brahma, 


“ic i rena app pe er ee nt aaa 


1 Another reading, that of Nagesa and of Vedanti Mahadeva, 


ywayaye , makes this word of the singular number. Ld. 


2 ‘ * + ° 
suTaTfase, a compound, Is the reading of Aniruddha, 


followed by Vedanti Mahadeva. See 4, below. Ed. 


3 In both places, siddha, ‘possessor of supernatural powers,’ Ed. 


4 Aniruddha’s exposition of this Aphorism is as follows: t{T- 
MOATAPARaA FF ARH A qd z- 
SY AS HARTA ATAATATA | arastar fa- 
fUATATAPTATA | SaTATAPSAl | BATAAAT 
manfaraa ainastuafefasa aster. 
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Vishnu, Siva, or other non-eternal ‘Lord ;’ since these, 
though possessed of the conceit [of individuality ], &., fand, 
in so far, liable to perish|, have immortality, &c., in a se- 
condary sense ;! [seeing that the Soul, in every combina- 
tion, is immortal, though the combination itself is not so]. 


b. But then, [some one may say], even if it were thus [as 
alleged under § 95], what is heard in Scripture, [viz.], the 
fact that it | viz., Soul] is the governor of Nature, &c., would 
not be the case; for, in the world, we speak of govern- 
ment in reference only to modifications [preceded and 
determined | by resolutions [that so and so shall take place], 
&c. To this he replies :° 


~ 
wWiaTamMarata | According to this, the term é‘wara, 


mighty one,’ ‘lord,’ is applied, by way of eulogy, either to a soul as 

it were liberated, or to a person who, through devotion, has acquired 

transcendent faculties, that is to say, the Yogt. Resolution, agent- 

ship, and the like, are impredicable of one absolutely liberated ; and 

such a one, being inert and impassive, cannot be intended by ¢swaras 

‘a power.” Hence the expression, ‘as it were liberated.’ Also see, 

for atisaya,—translated, above, ‘transcendent faculties, —Book IV., 

Aph. 2!. Id. ~ 

l Tt o ik aaa . Led ; ~ 
aaa ahaearaaaraa: HaATH- 

saarfaurara fafa 

AaTSSY AAATAMATA ATalxaTa yay 
~ S 

MTN DUTAATA atfay HACIA TAT. 

arfenfararfean ata: fase safamet- 

starfaautenfiarafenatsta rita. 


aTfeAsa haa UTATAT aS: At 
* ata aarta DERE AAATT AT- 
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ardtauraretrerqe Afaard ii ee i 


Aph. 96. The governorship (thereof, 
Soul, like the lode~ i.e., of Soul over Nature] is from [its] 
stone, acts not by resolve, a : 
but through proximity. proximity thereto, [ not from its re- 
solving to act thereon]; as is the case 
with the gem, [the lodestone, in regard to iron]. 


a. If it were alleged that [its, Soul’s,] creativeness, or 
[its] governorship, was through a resolve [to create, or to 
govern], then this objection {brought forward under $95. 
b.| would apply. But [it is not so; for,] by ws [Sankhyas, | 
it is held that the Soul’s governorship, in the shape of 
creatorship, or the like, is merely from [its] prorimity 
[to Nature]; ‘as is the case with the [lodestone] gem.”} 


b. As the gem, the lodestone, is attracted by iron 
merely by proximity, without resolving [either to act or 
to be acted on], &c., so, by the mere conjunction of the 
primal Soul, Nature is changed into the principle [called] 
the ‘Great one,’ [or Mind, (see § 61. ¢.)]. And in this 
alone consists [what we speak of as] its acting as creator 
towards that which is superadded to it: such is the mean- 
ing.” 


er meme nn a nr a re ee 


quad ata daenfeat ufcwAaaerarfi 
wIawaziuteta | qatz tt 
afe data BEaAhierquaad aca 
ee: RATT! BATH TEA afaurAaTea- 
fusrqd aerifceafauad afuad 
COGS: AQAA aTeTa- 
ta daenfea frat atarfereret Gat- 
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e. And thus it is declared, [in some one of the Puranas *]: 
‘As the iron acts, whilst the gem [the lodestone, | stands 
void of volition, just so this world is created by a deity 
who is mere Existence. Thus it is, that there are, in the 
Soul, both agency [seemingly,] and non-agency, freally], 
It is not an agent, inasmuch as it is void of volition ; 
{and it 7s] an agent, merely through approximation [to 
Nature].” 


d. In respect of worldly products, also, animal souls 
overrule, merely through their approximation [to Nature]: 
so he declares [as follows] :° 


faraaraeaia’ StaTara eo i 


TMA DAdaaeaM ufiMAAA | ze- 
aa a cararfireerafaraa: i 


1 The Translator’s authority for this attribution has not been 
discovered. Ld. 


aurea | fafcs afd tt aar 
Mle: Wadd | AAAs daa ada wz7- 
wea | wa TAs aqaaaqa 4 dfq- 
aa faftaareadiar adt afafrara 
af 1 

 altinaardeaty saat dfafraraa- 
atfretqafaare 


4 Aniruddha has fanuarasta . Ed. 
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; In like manner, em- Aph. 97. In the case of individual 
odied souls do not ener- 
gize. products, also, [the apparent agency | 


of animal souls [is solely through proximity |. 

a. ‘The agency is solely through proximity:’ so much 
is supplied’ [from § 96]. 

b. The meaning is this, that, in the case, also, of par- 
ticular productions,—the creation, &c.,of things individual 
[as contradistinguished from that of all things in the 
lump, (see Vedanta-sdra, § 67) |,—animal souls,i.e., souls in 
which the intellects [of individuals| reflect themselves [see 
§ 99. a.], overrule, merely through proximity, but not 
through any effort; seeing that these [animal souls] are 
none other than the motionless Thought.” 


c. But then, |some one may say], if there were no eternal 
and omniscient ‘Lord,’ through the doubt of a blind 
tradition, [in the absence of an intelligently effective 
guardianship], the Vedas would cease to be an authority ; 
[a possibility which, of course, cannot be entertained for 
an instant]. To this he replies :* 


‘ afrerqad afaurretarasad tl 

faraatag ufgqenfesata sftarar- 
aaaunfatataadaarat dfauararear- 
fier a d aay Bagtta aces. 
ararferag: 

* aq famaaqaarrrrasaratacrargat - 
CIMTATAS ATA | WT WT 
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fARQTATHATSTRITATASNT: ll et 


Aph. 98. The declaration of the 

How the Vedas need texts or sense [of the Veda, by Brahma, 

not the Lord’ toauihen~ fon example], since he knows the truth, 
[is authorative evidence]. 


a. To complete [the aphorism, we must say], ‘since 
Hiranyagarbha [i.e., Brahma,] and others [viz., Vishnu 
and Siva], are knowers of what is certain, i.e., of what is 
true, the declaration of the texts or sense of the Vedas, 
where these are the speakers, ts evidence! [altogether 
indisputable]. 


b. But then, if Soul, by its simple proximity [to Nature 
($ 96)], is an overruler in a secondury sense [only of the 
term,—as the magnet may be said, in a secondary sense, to 
draw the iron, while the conviction is entertained, that, 
actually and literally, the iron draws the magnet],— 
who is the primary [or actual,] overruler ? In reference to 
this, he says :” 


feat faseam wa a- 
Gata Acad: varufata 
We: I 

‘aa eam anifafiarta atwafy- 
wd afe aeafugdad aatarargrar- 
alg 1 
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MUR TaaaaTateqetrsrg- 
mA Nee | 


Aph.99. The internal organ, through 

Tt is in the shape of its being enlightened thereby |i.e., by 
the internal organ, that : ; i 

Nuture affects Soul. Soul], is the overruler; as is the iron, 


[in respect of the magnet. 


a. The internal organ, 1.e., the understanding, is the 
overruler, through its fancying itself to be Soul, [as it does 
fancy,| by reason of its being enlightened by the Soul, 
through its happening to reflect itself in [and contemplate 
itself in,] Soul; ‘just as the iron,’ that is to say, as the 
attracting iron, though inactive, draws [the magnet], in 
consequence of [its] mere proximity,’? [and so acquires 
magnetism by magnetic induction]. 


b. He [now, having discussed the evidence that consists 


in direct perception,| states the definition of inference® 
(anumdana) : 


1 Aniruddha has Aga SAV ATU; prefixing to ‘the 
internal organ’ the synonymous ‘the Great One. Ed. 


t 


—~ 


MURS TE WRIA dat 
Vasa faaaraaaafaararer aan a 
wieafefa qaraaar water faftaarsta 


afafraraa avdifa tt 
* MAATARMAUATE I 
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wiaaey: UATASHTAATATAA It 900 tt 


Aph. 100. The knowledge of the con- 
nected [e.g., fire], through perception 
of the connexion [e.g., of fire with smoke], is inference. 


Inference defined. 


a. That is to say: inference [or conviction of a general 
truth,] is [a kind of] evidence consisting in a [mental] 
modification, [which is none other than] the knowledge 
of the connected, i.e., of the constant accompanier, through 
the knowledge of the constant accompaniment: by ‘ con- 
nexion’” (pratibandha) here being meant ‘constant at- 
tendedness’ (vyaptt) ; and through the perception thereof” 
lit being that the mind has possession of any general 
principle |. 

b. But a conclusion (anwmit?) is knowledge of the soul ;° 
{whilst an Inference, so far forth as it is an instrument in 
the establishment of knowledge deducible from it, is an 
affection of the internal organ, or understanding (see 


§ 87. c.) | 
c. He [next] defines testimony * (sabda) : 


— 


1 afaaeem: is the reading of Nagega and of Vedanti 


Mahadeva. id. 

afaset antreent anfrararnta- 
FEN BTA Ata FARIAATATaA WATT- 
faa: | 

 rafataed Ureeat se fa 

‘ wed aeqata 
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NTAMSM: WE Nl 909 U 


Aph. 101. Testimony [such as 1s 
entitled to the name of evidence,| is a 
declaration by one worthy [to be believed]. 


Valid testimony defined. 


a. Here ‘fitness’ means ‘suitableness;”? and so the 
evidence which is called ‘Testimony’ is the knowledge 
arising from a suitable declaration: such is the meaning. 
And [while this belongs to the understanding, or internal 
organ (see § 100. b.)] the result is that [knowledge] in the 
Soul, [which is called] ‘knowledge by hearing’) (sabda- 
bodha). 


b. He [next] volunteers to tell us what is the use of his 
setting forth [the various divisions of] evidence :* 


waafafa: TATETAGIST: it 402 tN 


Aph, 102. Since the establishment 
Why the kinds of Evi- of [the existence of} both [soul and 


dence have been here set ; ; 
forth. non-soul] is by means of evidence, the 


declaration thereof [1.e., of the kinds of 
evidence, has been here made}. 


a. It is only by means of evidence that both Soul and 
non-soul are established as being distinct, [the one from the 


‘Stary Giraat Aa A Ara: Wea- 
IY Wa Weaegq warafagy: | wast a 
Areaa: Way sta i 

* DATUNfAgeAS SAAT GAA I 
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other]: therefore has this, viz., evidence, been here de- 
clared: such is the meaning.! 


6, Among these [several kinds of proof], he [now] describes 
that one by which, especially, viz., by a proof which is 
one kind of inference, Nature and Soul are here to be 
established discriminatively :” 


TATA TTS AfarE: i 903 t 


The existence of Soul Aph. 103. The establishment of both 
ae ba [Nature and Soul] is by analogy. 

a. [Analogy (sdmanyato drishta) is that kind of evidence 
which is employed in the case] where, by the force [as an 
argument,| which the residence of any property in the sub- 
ject derives from a knowledge of its being constantly 
accompanied [by something which it may therefore be- 
token], when we have had recourse to [as the means of 
determining this constant accompaniment,|] what is, for 
instance, generically of a perceptible kind, [where, under 
such circumstances, we repeat, | anything of a different kind, 
1e., not cognizable by the senses, is established; as when, 


 saaamrmaradaa fate: war. 
wea aafa | wae DATUaTUEM: Fa 
zu: 

at darqarafavag waa Ae- 
asa wafacear fafaa areal aaat- 
ata i 

3 My MS. of Nagela bos SETERATSs . Ea. 
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for example, having apprehended a constant accompani- 
ment, [e.g., that an act implies an instrument], by taking 
into consideration such instruments as axes, &c., which are 
of earthy and other kinds, a quite heterogeneous, imper- 
ceptible, instrument of knowledge, viz., [the instrument 
named | Sense, is estublished [or inferred to exist]; such is 
what we mean by Analogy; and it is by this [species of 
inference |, that both, [viz.,] Nature and Soul, are proved [to 
exist]: such is the meaning.’ 

6. Of these [viz., Nature and Soul,| the argument from 
analogy for [the existence of| Nature is as follows: the 
Great Principle [viz., Understanding (see §6l.¢.)] is 
formed out of the things [called] Pleasure, Pain, and 
Delusion, [to the aggregate of which three in equipoise 
(see § 61) the name of Nature is given]; because, whilst it 
is [undeniably,]a production, it has the characters of Plea- 
sure, Pain, and Delusion ; just as a bracelet, or the like, 
formed of gold, or the like,*? [has the characteristic pro- 





aa aaa: Uearenfearataarera aA- 
fanzraauaaaaa afeardtarsaaayra: 
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fefa i 
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perties of the gold, or the like, and is thereby known to 
have been formed out of gold, or the like]. 


ce. But, [as regards the argument from analogy, in proof 
of the existence] of Soul, [it is, as stated before, under § 66, 
to the following effect]: Nature is for the sake of another ; 
because it is something that acts as a combination; as a 
house, for instance, [which is a combination of various 
parts combined for the bencfit of the tenant]. In this 
instance, having gathered, in regard to houses, &c., the 
fact established on sense-perception, that they exist for the 
sake of [organized] bodies, fur example, something of a 
different kind therefrom, [i.e., from Nature, viz.], Soul, 
is inferred [by analogy, ] as something other than Nature, 
&c., [which, as being a compound thing, is not designed 
for itself]: such is the meaning. 


d. But then [some one may say |, since Nature is eternal, 
and exertion is habitual to her, [and the result of her 
action is the bondage of the Soul], there should constantly 
be experience [whether of pleasure or of pain], and, hence, 
no such thing as thorough emancipation. To this he 
replies :” 


FACaQTAT ATT: 908 UI 


ee etna ~ . 
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Se ce ieabe: Aph. 104. Experience [whether of 

perience cease pain or pleasure,| ends with [the dis- 

cernment of| Thought, [or Soul, as 
contradistinguished from Nature]. 


a. By ‘Thought’ [we mean] Soul. Experience [whether 
of pain or pleasure,| ceases, on the discerning thereof. As 
‘antecedent non-existence,’ though devoid of a beginning, 
[see Zarka-sangraha, § 92], surceases [when the thing 
antecedently non-existent begins to be], so, eternal Nature 
[eternal, as regards the absence of any beginning,| con- 
tinues [no further than] till the discernment of the diffe- 
rence [between Nature and Soul]; so that experience 
whether of pain or pleasure,| does not at all times occur: 
such is the state of the case.’ 


b. [But some one say], if Nature be agent, and Soul 
experiencer, then it must follow [which seems unreason- 
able,| that another is the experiencer of [the results of| 
the acts done by one different. To this he replies 2° 


THAT BATAATTSAAAT | 9ou | 


Aph. 105. The experience of the 
| ‘ 
Pee hy a ea fruit may belong even to another than 
the agent; as in the case of food, &c. 


nr 








' Tae | afeaaraarat ant: | qa 
arfertq mmrat aswta aur faa: 
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a. As it belongs to the cook to prepare the food, &c., 
and to one who was not the agent, viz., the master, to 


enjoy the fruit [thereof, i.e., the fruit of the cook’s actions], 
so is the case here, also.' 


6. Having stated an exoteric principle [ which may serve, 
in practice, to silence, by the argumentum ad hominem, him 
on whose principles it may be valid], he [next] declares 
his own doctrine,’ [in regard to the doubt started under 
§ 104. 6.]: 


BATH AHA: Ha? WATSTA! i 0% 


Aph. 106. Or, [to give a better ac- 

To suppose that Soul eount of the matter than that given in 
acts and experiences is ‘ ers ; dae 

an error. § 105], since it is from non-discrimina- 

tion that it 1s derived, the notion that 

the agent |soul being mistaken for an agent,| has the fruit 


[of the act is a wrong notion]. 


a. The soul is neither an agent nor a patient; but, from 
the fact that the Great Principle [the actual agent (see 
§ 97. b.)] is reflected in it, there arises the conceit of its 
being an agent. ‘ Or, since it is from non-discrimination ;’ 
that is to say, because it is from the failure to discriminate 
between Nature and Soul, that this takes place, i.e., that 
conceit takes place, that it is the agent that experiences 
the fruit ;* [whereas the actual agent is Nature, which, being 
unintelligent, can experience neither pain nor pleasure]. 


TAT CORT AT ea ARATE Gi- 
aTaatae TUATHA 

’ TARTUAST AAS TAASTAATE 

a WRU: FAT A AT ATA fa a AeweT- 
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6. The opposite of this [ wrong view, referred to in § 106, ] 
he states [as follows] :} 


ATG BW AzaICATAS | 909 1 


. . Aph. 107. And, when the truth is 
Pte i sage told, there is [seen to be] neither[agency, 
in Soul, nor experience]. 


a. ‘When the truth is told’ [and discerned], i1.e., when, 
by means of evidence, Nature and Soul are perceived [in 
their entire distinctness, one from the other], ‘there is 
neither,’ i.e., neither the condition [as regards soul, | of an 
agent nor that of a patient.” 


6. Having discussed [the topic of] evidence, he [now] 
states the distribution of the subject-matter of evidence :° 


fayaistayatsufaetiesrararerarat- 
fateaey tt 4ot 1 


fafafaaarmaqaitiara: | afaaareta a 
aareaaraaaaeraras: ad: BATT. 
mitaratastcfa tt 
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ee ae Aph, 108. [A thing may be] an ob- 
under certain circum- ject | perceptible], and also [at another 
ne may be imrer- time,| not an object, through there 
being, in consequence of great distance, 

&c., a want of [conjunction of the sense with the thing], 


or [on the other hand,] an appliance of the sense [to the 
thing]. : 


a. An object [is a perceived object], through the 
proximity, or conjunction, of the sense [with the object]. 
[A thing may be] not an object [perceived], through the 
want ‘of the sense, i.e., through the want of conjunction 
[between the sense and what would otherwise be its object |. 
And [this] want of conjunction [may result] from the 
junction’s being prevented by great distance, &c.' 


b. [To explain the ‘&c.,’ and to ex- 
emplify the causes that may prevent 
the conjunction, required in order to 
perception, between the thing and the sense, we may 
remark, that] it is in consequence of great distance, that 
a bird [flying very high up] in the sky is not perceived ; 
[then again,] in consequence of extreme proximity, the 
collyrium located in the eye [is not perceived by the eye 
itself] ; a thing placed in [the inside of, or on the opposite 
side of,| a wall [is not perceived|, in consequence of the 
obstruction ; from distraction of mind, the unhappy, or 
other [agitated person |, does not perceive the thing that is 
at his side [or under his very nose]; through its snbtilty, 


What may prevent 
perception. 


 efgaatrareriataantera: | sfeaet 
waTeIAMATaeraaa: | seTeraTfag- 
ear aA | 
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an atom [is not perceived]; nor is a very small sound, 
when overpowered by the sound of a drum; and so on.’ 


ce. How [or, for which of the possible reasons just 
enumcrated,| comes the imperceptibleness of Nature? In 
regard to this, he declares :’ 


AAAS? Wt 90e I 


Aph. 109. Her imperceptibleness 


The subtilty of Nature. 
LU NATE eee tea [her] subtilty. 


a. ‘Her,’ i.e., Nature's, imperceptibleness is from 
subtilty. By subtilty is meant the fact of being difficult 
to investigate ; not [as a Naiydéyika might, perhaps, here 
prefer understanding the term,| the consisting of atoms; 
for Nature is [not atomic, in the opinion of the Sankhyas, 
but] all-pervasive.‘ 


‘stacuteafa wat aTaerad | afa- 
AAMAS | ATAU PAS TRY 
qq) AASTIVMATAateaaAa way. 
AWMAEUA | AeA: | WP aTrAeA- 
utara eayfwarte i 

wad: HIATT WATE I 

3 Aniruddha, according to the MSS. seen by me, has AISAM- 
earaatar:. Ed. 
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b. How, then, [it may be asked,]| is [the existence of| 
Nature determined? To this he replies :' 


HACMATACUAA: tt 990 


arsine Aph. 1 10. [Nature exists :] because 
the existence of produc- her existence is gathered from the 
tions. . : 
beholding of productions. 


a. As the knowledge of [there being such things as| 
atoms comes from the beholding of jars, &c., [which are ag- 
glomerations], so the knowledge of Nature comes from the 
beholding of products which have the three Qualities ;? 
[(see § 62. a.) and the existence of which implies a 
cause, to which the name of Nature is given, in which 
these constituents exist from eternity]. 


b. Some [the Vedantis, | say that the world has Brahma as 
its cause; others {the Naiyayikas], that it has atoms as its 
cause; but our seniors [the transmitters of the Sdnkhya 
doctrine], that it has Nature as its cause. So he sets forth 
a doubt [which might naturally found itself] thereon :° 


arfefantauaaetatattfa Wa 999 i 
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een Aph, 111. If [you throw out the 
jaisenes of Nature, ly doubt that] it [viz., the existence of 
ile contradiction of dis- Nature,| is not established, because of 
the contradiction of asserters [of other 


views, then you will find an answer in the next aphorism]. 


a. ‘Because of the contradiction of asserters [of the 
Vedanta or Nydyal, it is not established,’ i.e., Nature [as 
asserted by the Sankhyas, | is not established.’ 


6. But then, [to set forth the objection of these counter- 
asserters|, if a product existed antecedently to its produc- 
tion [as that product], then an eternal Nature [such as you 
Sankhyas contend for,| would be proved to exist as the 
[necessary] substratum thereof; since you will declare 
that a cause is inferred only as the [invariable] accom- 
panier of an effect; but it is denied, by us asserters [ of the 
Vedanta, &c.], that the effect does exist [antecedently to 
its production ; well,| if [this doubt be thrown out]: such 
is the meaning ® [of the aphorism]. 


c. He states [his] doctrine [on this point] :° 


AMT AHA RA HAT ASATAATT: Ut 992 I 


: ‘atfeat fanfauadacfate: ooarfe- 
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Mutual denials settle Aph, 112. Stull, since! each [doctrine] 
nothing. is established in the opinion of each, 
a [mere unsupported] denial is not [decisive]. 


a. If one side were disproved merely by the dissent of 
the opponent, then [look you,] there is dissent against the 
other side, too: so how could it be established? If the 
one side is established by there being inevitably attendant 
the recognition of the constant accompanier, on the re- 
cognition of that which is constantly accompanied [by it], 
it is the same with my [side], also: therefore [my] infe- 
rence from effect [to cause] is not to be denied’ [in this 
peremptory fashion ]. 


b. Well, then, [the opponent may say], let [the infe- 
rence of] cause from effect be granted ; how is it that this 
[cause] is Nature, and nothing else, [such as Atoms, for 
instance|? To this he replies: * 


1 I have corrected the translator’s ‘But, since thus,’ which 
rendered the unwarranted aie adal d; now replaced by 


aaita, the correlative of ata at the om of the preceding 
Aphorism. Ed. 


 afe arfefanfaufaarsa cena 
fagasta fanfaufaredifa ad atte: | 
afe areas aeaitaarifaara- 
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fafaufatraraa:’ 993 0 


incite. Aph. 118. Because [if we were to 
thesis consistent. with infer any other cause than Nature,] we 
a should have a contradiction to the 
threefold [aspect which things really exhibit]. 


a. Quality is threefold [see § 61. a.], viz., Goodness, 
Passion, and Darkness: there would be a contradiction to 
these : such is the meaning. ” 


6. The drift here is as follows: If the character of 
cause [of all things around us] belonged to Atoms, or the 
like, then there would be a contradiction to the fact of 
being an aggregate of pleasure, pain, and delusion, which 
is recognizable in the world ;* [because nothing, we hold, 
can exist in the effect, which did not exist in the cause 
and pleasure, pain, &c., are no properties of Atoms]. 


c. He now repels the doubt as to whether the produc- 
tion of an effect is that of what existed [antecedently |, or 
of what did not exist :* 


1 Veddinti Mahddeva ends this Aphorism with the word “q; and 
so does Vijnana, according to some MSS. Fd. 


fafa au: aateanifa aftr 
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MAGATe TTHAT 99g 1 


Aph. 114. The production of what is 
no entity, as a man’s horn, does not 
take place. 


What never existed 
wll never exist. 


a. Of that which, like the horn of a man, is not an en- 
tity, even the production is impossible: such is the mean- 
ing. And so the import is, that that effect alone which 
[antecedently] exists is [at any time] produced.’ 

6. He states an argument why an effect must be some 
[previously existent] entity :* 


Surerafaaara 49 | 


Aph. 115. Because of the rule, that 
there must be some material [of which 
the product may consist |. 


A product cannot be 
of nothing. 


a. And only when both are extant is there, from the 
presence of the cause, the presence of the effect. Other- 
wise, everywhere and always, every [effect] might be 
produced ; [the presence of the cause being, on the suppo- 
sition, superfluous]. This he insists upon [as follows] :* 


' ALIA Ca warersta a — 
au | AMT Wala AAA FATT: | 
> ArATa ATAATE 
 arrmdaarmnaadaarg faqaraannga | 
BIT AAT Aaa! Varafa: Arq | Tae- 
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AAT AAT AAMT Wt 99% 1 


Aph. 116. Because everything is not 

Else, anything might — nossible everywhere and always, [which 
occur at any time, any- ; . ° 

where. might be the case, if materials could be 


dispensed with ]. 


a. That is to say: because, in the world, we see that 
everything is not possible, i.e., that everything is not 
produced ; ‘ everywhere,’ i. e., in every place; ‘always,’ 
1. e., at all times. 


6. For the following reason, also, he declares, there 
is no production of what existed not? [antecedently]: 


TAS LETATUTT 1999 


Effects preexist, po- Aph. 117. Because it is that which is 
lentially, in their causes. eompetent [to the making of anything] 
that makes what is possible, [as a product of it]. 


a. Because the being the material [of any future pro- 
duct] is nothing else than the fact of [being it, potentially, 
i.e., of] having the competency to be the product; and 
[this] competency is nothing else than the product’s 
condition as that of what has not yet come to pass: there- 
fore, since ‘that which is competent,’ viz., the cause, 
makes the product which is ‘ possible’ [to be made out of 
it], it is not of any nonentity that the production takes 


‘aay aaftaesdt caer aati a 
APTA AT AT AKT HSTATTeTTA: 
* TA ACUTS FANE I 
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place, [but of an entity, whose esse, antecedently, was 
possibility]: such is the meaning.? 


6. He states another argument :” 


AITUATATS | 996 I 


Aph. 118. And because it [the pro- 
Ps aaa duct, ] is [nothing else than] the cause, 
[in the shape of the product]. 


a. It is declared, in Scripture, that, previously to pro- 
duction, moreover, there is no difference between the 
cause and its effect ; and, since it is thereby settled that a 
product is an entity, production is not of what [previously | 
existed not: such is the meaning. 


6. He ponders a doubt :4 
a ATS ATaAaTT AT 1-990 tt 


Aree Aph. 119. If [it be alleged that] 
which ts can be saidto there is no possibility of that’s decom- 
One: ing which already 7s, [then the answer 
will be found in the next aphorism |. 


arated qurerata wha ae. 
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* Hut ATAATE tt 

sare: aeifa aay aU: Wad 
ARATE VHTASS ATagUTS BIA: I 

‘ WH tl 


BOOK I., APH. 120. 139 


a. That is to say: but then, if it be thus [that every 
effect exists antecedently to its production], since the 
effect [every effect,] must be eternal [without beginning], 
there is no possibility of [or room for] the adjunction of 
becoming, the adjunction of arising, in the case of a product 
which is [already, by hypothesis,] in the shape of an 
entity ; because the employment of [the term] ‘ arising’ 
[or the fact of being produced] has reference solely to 
what did noé¢ exist |previously|; if this be urged: such is 
the meaning.' 


b. He declares the doctrine [in regard to this point] :? 


aitagfafaaaTal BaRNIAaARIT i 420 0 


Aph. 120. No; [do not argue that 


Production is only what is cannot become; for] the em- 
manifestution ; and so of 


the opposite. ployment and the non-employment [of 

the term ‘production ’| are occasioned 
by the manifestation [and the non-manifestation of what 
is spoken of as produced, or not. 


a. ‘No; the view stated [in § 119] is not the right one: 
such is the meaning.® 


b. As the whiteness of white cloth [which has become] 
dirty is brought manifestly out by means of washing, &c., 


‘wad afa are faua afa arzed 
ala Aaa Safaarh a daagaad wat- 
wfaaaaiiitefa afeaa: 
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so, by the operation of the potter, is the pot brought into 
manifestness ; [whereas], on the blow of a mallet, it becomes 
hidden,’ [and no longer appears as a pot]. 

c. And manifestation [is no fiction of ours; for it] is 
seen; for example, that of oil, from sesamum-seeds, by 
pressure ; of milk, from the cow, by milking; of the statue, 
which resided in the midst of the stone, by the operation of 
the sculptor ; of husked rice, from rice in the husk, by 
threshing; &c. 

d. Therefore, the employment and the non-employment 
of the [term] ‘ the production of an effect’ are dependent on 
manifestation, dependent on the manifestation of the effect: 
that is to say, the employment of [the term] ‘ production’ 
is in consequence of the manifestation [of what is spoken 
of as produced]; and the non-employment of [the term] 
‘ production’ is in consequence of there being no manifes- 
tation [of that which is, therefore, not spoken of as pro- 
duced]; but [the employment of the term ‘ production’ is] 
not in consequence of that’s becoming an entity which was 
not an entity.® 


‘am wea afar araarfeat 
THIAIYSIS AI AAAI BTWTAT 
strasad qnutatatfatnrad 

‘eer wiftate: dista fase tae 
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e. But if [the employment of the term] ‘ production ’ is 
occasioned by [the fact of] manifestation, by what is occa- 


sioned [the employment of the term] destruction ?' To this 
he replies :° 


ATT: ATTIUATA: tl 9249 Il 


Aph. 121. Destruction [of anything] 
Pa is the resolution [of the thing spoken 
of as destroyed,| into the cause [from 

which it was produced J. 

a. The resolution, by the blow of a mallet, of a jar into 
its cause [i.e., into the particles of clay which constituted 
the jar], to ¢i’s are due both [the employment of] the term 
‘destruction,’ and the kind of action [or behaviour] be- 
longing to anything * [which is termed its destruction]. 





faa sufsaaanistaaararrafas- 
SRA AY AMAA: AAAAA: 


1 ‘Tf production is occasioned by manifestation, by what is de- 
struction occasioned?’ Aniruddha, here quoted, has, in my MSS. : 


afaafafsararara:. 2. 
Tafiafatauarguta:  faftarad 
faaly aq Wiz tt 
 BAUIhTaTaTaeel AIT AT AT: aha 
gaat ary efa wearafmarier tt 


4 ‘From the blow of a mallet [results] the resolution of a jar into 
its material cause: by this the destruction [of it] is occasioned. Such is the 
meaning of the word (ndsa], and (such is] the particular action [which] 


142 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS, 


b. [But some one may say |, if there were [only | a reso- 
lution [of a product into that from which it arose], a re- 
surrection [or vraduyyeveoia| of it might be seen; and this 
is not seen: well [we reply], it is not seen by blockheads ; 
but it ts seen by those who can discriminate. For ex- 
ample, when thread is destroyed, it is changed into the 
shape of earth [as when burned to ashes]; and the earth 
is changed into the shape of a cotton-tree; and this [suc- 
cessively] changes into the shape of flower, fruit, and thread 
[spun again from the fruit of the cotton-plant]. So is it 
with all entities.’ 

c. Pray [some one may ask], is [this] manifestation | that 
you speak of under § 120] something real, or something 
not real? Ifit be something real [and which, therefore, 
never anywhere ceases to bel, then [all] effects [during 
this constant manifestation] ought constantly to be per- 
ceived; and, if it be not real, then there would be the 
absence of [all] products, [in the absence of all manifes- 
tation. Manifestation, therefore, must be something real; 
and] there must be [in order to give rise to it,| another 
manifestation of it, and of this another ; [seeing that a mant- 
festation can be the result of nothing else than a manifes- 


it expresses.’ This is from Aniruddha, who, in the MSS. to which 1 
have access, has no ay before (YQ... Ld. 
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tation, on the principle that an effect consists of neither 


more nor less than its cause]; and thus we have a regressus 
in infinitum. To this he replies :' 


UTA TATSHATATSTATHTAAT * Ut 922 I 


J 

How manifestation Aph. 122. Because they seek each 
may occur without being other reciprocally,’ as is the case with 
an entity. ‘ ; 

seed and plant, [manifestation may 
generate manifestation, from eternity to eternity |. 

a. Be it so, that there are thousands of manifestations ; 
still there is no fault; for there 7s no starting-point; as is 
the case with seed and plant,* | which people may suppose 
to have served, from eternity, as sources, one to another 


reciprocally |. 


‘ faatata: agadt atl adt dfara- 
aTarIafay: ATs | WAT Arararaarfaea- 


SM AIPA AAT AATIyAqwnad 
STE | 


* SITU. the reading here given, is that of Ani- 
ruddha and Vedanti Mahddeva. Vijnana has Wa UT. Hd. 


3 Translating the Sankhya Aphorisms in the Bibliotheca Indica, 
Dr. Ballantyne, adopting the lection anveshand, inconsiderately ren- 
dered: ‘You are to understand, that, successively,’ instead of ‘ There 
is a continual following of one after the other.’ Vijnana explains 
anveshand by anudhdvana ; and Vedanti Mahadeva has, in defini- 
tion of it, the synonymous anusarana. Ed. 


‘yquaautaacd ata a erarsarfe 
aratargcafefar t 
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6. He states another argument :! 


Vufaagrera: tt 923 0 


The objections to the Aph. 123. Or, [at all events, our 
theory of manfestation theory of ‘manifestation’ is as] blame- 
retorted. é - 4 

less as [your theory of | ‘ production. 


a. Pray [let us ask], is production produced, or is it not ? 
If it is produced, then of this [production of production] 
there must be production ; so that there is a regressus in 
infinitum, [such as you allege against our theory, under 
§ 121. c¢.]. If it be not produced, then, pray, is this 
because it is wereal, or because it is eternal P If because it 
is unreal, then production never is at all; so that it would 
never be perceived, [as you allege that it is]. Again, if 
[production is not something produced, | because it is eternal, 
then there would be at, all times, the production of [all 
possible] effects, [which you will scarcely pretend is the 
case]. Again, if you say, since ‘ production ’ itself consists 
of production, what need of supposing an ulterior produc- 
tion [of production] ? then, in like manner, [J ask,] since 
‘manifestation’ itself consists of manifestation, what need 
of supposing an ulterior manifestation [of manifestation] ? 
The view which you hold on this point is ours, also ;? [and 





* TETATATE I 

 fanufaecad 4 at | saad Vet 
sufafmaaqean | ated Afaaaenrta- 
aaTal | WAI aewerfaaretta a 
Serqaaet: Sd | wa farearsey a. 
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thus every objection stated or hinted under § 121. ¢., is 
capable of being retorted]. 

6. He [now] states the community of properties [that 
exists] among the products of Nature, mutually :’ 


edueauaaity afaaaaaartad 
far NU 928 t 


The characters com- Aph, 124. [A product of Nature is| 
aa a caused, uneternal, not all-pervading, 
mutable, multitudinous, dependent, mergent. 

a. ‘ Caused,’ i.e., having a cause. ‘ Uneternal,’ i.e., de- 
structible. ‘Not all-pervading,’ 1e., not present every- 
where. ‘ Mutable,’ i.e., distinguished by the acts of leaving 
[one form], and assuming [another form], &. It [the 
soul,| leaves the body it has assumed, [and, probably, takes 
another] ; and bodies, &c., move [and are mutable, as is 
notorious}. ‘ Multitudinous,’ 1e., in consequence of the 
distinction of souls; [every man, e.g., having a separate 
body]. ‘ Dependent,’ [1.e.,] on its cause. ‘Mergent,’ that 
is to say, it [i.e., every product, in due time,] is resolved 
into that from which it originated.® 


trata: wid | warara: Baaaafaer- 
wits aafaracahy- 
afaeamifraataaracneraaa TeaA 
aa aaa faera: atsenraata ti 

' DPAATATUTAATY ATTRTATE tl 

2 Aniruddha omits SYST. Ed. 

 Saararaagd | afaa faarhy! saa. 


L 
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6. {But, some one may say], if realities be the twenty- 
five [which the Sankhyas enumerate (see § 61), and no 
more], pray, are such common operations as knowing, en- 
joying, &c., absolutely nothing ; you accordingly giving up 
what you see, [in order to save an hypothesis with which 
what you see is irreconcilable]? To this he replies :} 


BWAAexed FT TWATATATeehrahe: 
DUTAYATSNTST tl 924 tt 


Aph. 125. There is the establish- 

Pate olde ve ment of these [twenty-four ‘ Qualities’ 

the term Nature. of the Nyaya, which you fancy that we 

do not recognize, because we do not 

explicitly enumerate them], either by reason that these 

ordinary qualities [as contradistinguished from the three 

Qualities of the Sankhya], &c., are, in reality, nothing 

different ; or [to put it in another point of view,| because 

they are hinted by [the term] Nature, [in which, like our 
own three Qualities, they are implied]. 


waaay | ata arirarerartetaarfaty- 
Al Vuraed Aaa Witwer we 
Bag Teg | wihad saad | fry 
SARNIA aa Tada tt 

 afe wsatagtaaes fa araratetai aT- 
AASAUTAATA Va aM BT eeu 
Ta Wie tt 
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a. Either from their being nothing different from the 
twenty-four principles, ‘in reality,’ truly, quite evidently, 
—since the character of these [twenty-four] fits the ordi- 
nary qualities, &c., [which you fancy are neglected in our 
enumeration of things,|— there is the establishment of 
these,’ ie., there is their establishment [as realities, | 
through their being implied just in those! [twenty-four 
principles which are explicitly specified in the Sankhya|. 

b. The word ‘ or’ shows that there is another alternative 
[veply, in the aphorism, to the objection in question]. ‘Or 
because they are hinted by [the term] Nature;’ that is to 
say, the qualities, &c. [such as Knowledge], are established 
[as realities], just because they are hinted by [the term] 
Nature, by reason that [these] qualities are, mediately, 
products of Nature; for there is no difference between pro- 
duct and cause. But the omission to mention them [ex- 
plicitly | is not by reason of their not being at all. 

c. Ife [next] mentions the points in which Nature and 
[her] products agree :° 


' PTAA RIT: HANA UA at wala 
Tada arereaA AAUP TATA AAS tat 
dfatsaraarantarteare: tt 

 aTaee: UBTAL Taata | TaTetTayae- 
NE Wat TITAN WITHA Aa 
ACUI aT TENT es TUTE aS: | 
aMTaedqatcatatea 

 aetaataa: BTIRTATE tl 
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farparaaaranfe Tat: Wt 98% 


ee ne ree Anh, 126. Of both [Nature and her 
ae arcane fey products] the fact that they consist of 
ai the three Qualities [§ 61. a.|, and that 
they are irrational, &c., [is the common property |. 


a. Consisting of the three qualities, and being irrational, 
[such in the meaning of the compound term with which 
the aphorism commences]. By the expression ‘ &c.’ is 
meant [their] being intended for another, [see § 66]. ‘Of 
both,’ i.e., of the cause [viz., Nature], and of the effects 
[viz., all natural products]. Such is the meaning.’ 


6. He [next] states the mutual differences of character 
among the three Qualities which [see § 61] are the [consti- 
tuent| parts of Nature 2 


Hanlfatareaiarraanst Ay 
TIA 929 | 


Aph. 127. The Qualities [§ 62] differ 
ia a three in character, mutually, by pleasantness : 
unpleasantness, lassitude, &c., [in which 

forms, severally, the Qualities present themselves |. 


a. ‘ Pleasantness,’ i.e. Pleasure. By the expression 


' Poraaaaaaa | aiferereacre- 
aa warftfa araarcaanweaa: i 

Tatar «6 ferTenraraaa- 
ATE Ut 
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‘&c.’ ismeant Goodness (sattwa), which is light, [i. e., not 
heavy,| and illuminating. ‘Unpleasantness,’ i. e., Pain. 
By the expression ‘&c.’ [in reference to this,| is meant 
Passion (rajas), which is urgent and restless. ‘ Lassitude,’ 
1. e., stupefaction. By the expression ‘d&c.’ is meant 
Darkness (¢amas), which is heavy and enveloping. It is 
by these habits that the Qualities, viz., Goodness, Passion, 
and Darkness, differ: such is the remainder,! [required to 
complete the aphorism |. 

6. At the time of telling their differences, he tells in 
what respects they agree :” 


STG UAT area yey TUT- 
ara lh 926 I 
Aph, 128. Through Lightness and 
In what respects the 


Qualities agree, as well Other habits the Qualities mutually 
Cas agree and differ. 


a. The meaning is as follows: the enunciation [in the 





‘tifa: qa wifey Wares 
Waa | amit: WA | anfereareuEnTa 
aa Tai faearer ate: | arfewerqea- 
TWA AA! WAI Ta aaTHATAAT 3. 
WA Aadifa Wa: tt 

at auRiquarsat aa | 

3 So reads Aniruddha only. Vijnéna, Nigeta, and Vejinti 
Mah&deva have : myrfeua: AUR auRi 7TUT- 
alta \ Hd. 
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shape of the term Jaghu, ‘light, is not one intended to call 
attention to the concrete, viz., what things are light, but] 
is one where the abstract [the nature of light things, viz., 
‘lightness’ (/aghutwa) | is the prominent thing. ‘Through 
Lightness and other habits,’ 1. e., through the characters 
of Lightness, Restlessness, and Heaviness, the Qualities 
differ. Their ayreement is through what is hinted by the 
expression ‘and other.’ And this consists in their mu- 
tually predominating [one over another, from time to 
time], producing one another, consorting together, and 
being reciprocally present, [one in another], for the sake 


of Soul.! 


b. By [the expressions, in § 124,] ‘caused,’ &c., it is 
declared that the ‘Great one’ [or Mind], &c., are products. 
He states the proof of this: ’. 


VIATTAAa AeTeaetfead tl Ve 


| Aph. 129. Since they are other than 
= pee ae both [Soul and Nature, the only two 
uncaused entities], Mind and the rest 

are products ; as is the case with a jar, or the like. 


a. That is to say: lke a jar, or the hke, Mind and the 


‘eae: | aTanaTat fren: | aryrfeu- 
Soiqauarresttar trata | arfeaee- 
fada arate | ae ceadtaetentied- 


aaataqearataay “i 
* ganfergfen Aecretat araerrTay 
at AATUATE It 
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rest are products; because they are something other than 
the two which [alone] are eternal, viz., Nature and Soul.’ 


b. He states another reason :? 


UfTATUTA N! 930 tt 


Aph.130. Because of | their] measure, 


A second proof. [which is a limited one]. 


a. That is to say: [Mind and the rest are products]; be- 
cause they are limited in measure;® [whereas the only two 
that are uncaused, viz., Nature and Soul, are unlimited]. 


b. He states another argument :* 


AAA ll 939 tt 


Aph. 131. Because they conform [to 
Nature]. 


a. [Mind and the rest are products]; because they well 
[follow and] correspond with Nature; 1. e., because the 
Qualities of Nature [§ 61] are seen in all things :° [and it 


A third proof 





‘faanat wafareaaaaergenretta 
Agee: AAT: I 

* SAATATE I 

‘ ofcfaarrfead: tt 

‘ att GPAATE 


* QUaa Be AAP PAUIMUTT TATA Aa- 
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is a maxim, that what is in the effect was derived from 
the cause and implies the cause. 


b, He states the same thing,’ [in the next aphorism]: 


ufmaata tl 932 tl 


Aph, 132. And, finally, because it is 
poreeenred: through the power [of the cause alone, 
that the product can do aught]. 


a. It is by the power of its cause, that a product ener- 
gizes, [as a chain restrains an elephant, only by the force 
of the iron which it is made of]; so that Mind and the rest, 
being [except through the strength of Nature,] powerless, 
produce ¢heir products in subservience to Nature. Other- 
wise, since it is their habit to energize, they would at all 
times produce their products,’ [which it will not be alleged 
that they do]. 

6. And the word iti, in this place, is intended to notify 
‘ the completion of the set of [positive] reasons* [why Mind 
and the others should be regarded as products |. 


c. He [next] states [in support of the same assertion, | 
the argument from negatives,‘ [1.e., the argument drawn 


' Waeares tt 

AUT Be Wada sfa Ageles: 
SU: At WFAA ay seats 
WIG UatartaaMaésa Ay HATA: It 

efor Faataanteraare: | 

‘ afataate t 
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from the consideration as to what becomes of Mind and 
the others, when they are not products] : 


aata Vata: FRAT AT Wt 933 I 


Aph. 133. On the quitting thereof 
[quitting the condition of product], 
there is Nature, or Soul, [into one or 
other of which the product must needs have resolved 


itself]. 


a. Product and non-product; such is the pair of alter- 
natives. ‘On the quitting thereof;’ i.e., when Mind and 
the rest quit the condition of product, Mind and the rest 
[of necessity | enter into Nature, or Soul ;’ [these two alone 
being non-products]. 


Converse proof of the 
same. 


b. [But perhaps some one may say, that| Mind and the 
rest may exist quite independently of the pair of alterna- 
tives [just mentioned]. In regard to this, he declares 
[as follows] :? 


Tat TTA” 938 tl 


‘ Srerard Ufa arizaaa | cata Az- 
Sle: ATAaTeTa WFAT TRG aT Agere 
nay zfa t 


 waatefatreat wa Ageteat ufa- 
Baas | 


3 Nageéa has qadt. Ed. 
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Mind and the rest Aph, 134. If they were other than 
wether rrodast nor ron, these two, they would be void; [seeing 
product. that there is nothing self-existent, 


besides Soul and Nature]. 


a. If Mind and the rest were ‘other than these two,’ 
i.e., than product or non-product [§ 133], they would be 
in the shape of what is ‘void,’ i.e., in the shape of 
nonentity.! 


6. Well now, [some one may say,] why should it be 
under the character of a product, that Mind and the rest 
are a sign of [there being such a principle as| Nature ? 
They may be [more properly said to be] a sign, merely in 
virtue of their not occurring apart from it. To this he 
replies : ” 


MAMTA TRATEATT | 434 


| Aph. 185. The cause is inferred from 

Pi os FEE the effect, [in the case of Nature and 

their effects. her products]; because it accompa- 
nies it. 


a. That [other relation, other than that of material and 
product, which you would make out to exist between 
Nature and Mind,] exists, indeed, where the nature [or 


* AA: HATA ARTA ALTA TAS- 
UMAATIRATA I 

‘ay feat Agee: aaa wad- 
faqa | afaamraeq faq afaaadi- 
ATS 
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essence| of the cause is not seen in the effect; as [is the 
case with] the inference, from the rising of the moon, that 
the sea is swollen [into full tide; rising, with maternal 
affection, towards her son who was produced from her 
bosom on the occasion of the celebrated Churning of the 
Ocean. Though the swelling of the tide does not occur 
apart from the rising of the moon, yet here the cause, 
moon-rise, is not seen in the effect, tide ; and, consequently, 
though we infer the effect from the cause, the cause could 
not have been inferred from the effect]. But, in the 
present case, since we see, in Mind and the rest, the cha- 
racters of Nature, the cause is inferred from the effect. 
‘ Because it accompanies it,’ i. e., because, in Mind and 
the rest, we see the properties of Nature,' [i. e., Nature 
herself actually present ; as we see the clay which is the 
cause of a jar, actually present in the jar]. 


b. [But it may still be objected, | if it be thus, then let 
that principle itself, the ‘Great one’ [or Mind], be the 
cause of the world: what need of Nature? To this he 
replies : ? 


wae PeTUbaara tt 93% tl 





‘Wqas TA ATU AA A esd Var 
Telewmasgerqaray | WT qT Wa- 
BAY ACI SNA AMARA | 
AAT RATUH ASA ATT STATA I 

4 VRIMSAT HATTA, fai MU 
AAA We tt 
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Aph, 136. The indiscrete, [Nature, 
must be inferred] from its [discrete and 
resolvable] effect, [Mind], in which are 
the three Qualities, [which constitute Nature]. 


a. ‘It is resolved ;’ such is the import of [the term] 
linga, [here rendered] ‘effect.? From that [resolvable 
effect], viz., the ‘Great principle’ [or Mind], in which are 
the three Qualities, Nature must be inferred. And that 
the ‘Great principle,’ in the shape of ascertainment [or 
distinct intellection], is discrete [or limited] and perish- 
able, is established by direct observation. Therefore [i.e., 
since Mind, being perishable, must be resolvable into 
something else,| we infer that into which it is resolvable,’ 
[in other words, its ‘cause,’ here analogously termed din- 
gin, since ‘effect’ has been termed Jinga]. 


How Mind must have 
an antecedent. 


6. But then, [some one may say], still something quite 
different may be the cause [of all things]: what need of 
[this] Nature [of yours]? In regard to this, he remarks [as 
follows] :? 


AAAAM ASAI: tt 939 tt 


wd Teacfa fay aA | acai 
UrAAEITANAAATATATAA | Aa T- 
wqaaed aa faarhy vaefasa | at 
fayTATAy tt 

ay aareeg ant afrafa fa 
WAIITATE | 
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Why Nature, and no- Aph. 137. There ig no denying 
thing else, must be the that it [Nature,] is; because of its 
fe effects, [which will be in vain attri- 
buted to any other source]. 


a. Is the cause of this [world] a product, or not a pro- 
duct? If it were a product, then, the same being [with 
equal propriety to be assumed to be] the case with its 
cause, there would be a regressus in infinitum. If effects be 
from any root [to which there is nothing antecedent], 
then this is that [to which we give the name of Nature]. 
‘Because of its effects,’ that is to say, because of the effects 
of Nature. There is no denying ‘that it is,’ i. e., that 
Nature 1s." 


b. Be it so, [let us grant, | that Nature zs; yet [the oppo- 
nent may contend,| Soud positively cannot be; for [if the 
existence of causes is to be inferred from their products, 
Soul cannot be thus demonstrated to exist, seeing that] 
it has no products. In regard to this, he remarks [as 


follows | :? 


aaa FAqePTaTSH AA ATUAA tl 3k I 


 ArHITa BTAAATA AT! Aaa ara 
TTT Aas AAA | HATA Tea 
afa | aearaa efa wafaatda saa: | a- 
frre: vafafasaraen: tt 

waq ugfafate: cea fated a ST- 
aq afz dal HAART tt 


158 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


ee ee Aph. 188. [The relation of cause 
fee that Soul is «n- and effect is| not [alleged as] the means 
i of establishing [the existence of Soul] ; 
because, as is the case with [the disputed term] ‘ merit,’ 
there is no dispute about there being such a kind of 
thing ; [though what kind of thing ¢s matter of dispute]. 


a. There is no dispute about ‘there being such a kind of 
thing,’ i.e., as to there being Soul, simply ; [since every- 
body who does not talk stark nonsense must admit a Soul, 
or self, of some kind]; for the dispute is [not as to its 
being, but] as to its peculiarity [of being], as [whether it 
be| multitudinous, or sole, all-pervading, or not all-per- 
vading, and so forth; just as, in every [philosophical 
system, or| theory, there is no dispute as to [there being 
something to which may be applied the term] ‘ merit’ 
(dharma) ; for the difference of opinion has regard to the 
particular kind of [thing,—such as sacrifices, according 
to the Mimansé creed, or good works, according to the 
Nyaya,—which shall be held to involve] ‘ merit.’! 


6. ‘Not the means of establishing’ that [viz., the exis- 
tence of sonl]; i.e., the relation of cause and effect is 
not the means of establishing it. This intends, ‘I will 
mention another means of establishing it.’® 


ararda araerafa faarer arf fa- 
wa fe faqrersaa wat anuarsaram 
safe am watered wa zafaarel wa- 
faxe fe fantaata: 0 


a aaa A AT aaacqara: aT 
Way | AIT TeaTHtaaer: 1 
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6, [But some one may say,] Souls are nothing else than 
the body, and its organs, &c.: what need of imagining 
anything else? To this he replies :! 


aduteafatta: Tart tt 93e 1 


Aph. 139. Soul is something else 
than the body, &c. 


a, [The meaning of the aphorism is] plain.? 


Matertalism scouted. 


6. He propounds an argument in support of this :° 


URATTAATA ll Go 1 


Aph. 140. Because that which is 


The discerptible is combined [and is, therefore, discerp- 
subservient to the indis- P : 
cerptible, tible,] is for the sake of some other, 
[not discerptible]. 


a. That which is discerptible is intended for something 
else that is indiscerptible. If it were intended for some- 
thing else that is discerptible, there would be a regressus 
in infintum.' 


b. And combinedness [involving (see § 67) diseerptible- 


 Sefearea varia: fanaa 
We I 

* STH 

* WT ATAATE tt 
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ness,| consists in the Qualities’ making some product by 
their state of mutual commixture ; or [to express it other- 
wise,| combinedness is the state of the soft and the hard, 
{which distinguishes matter from spirit]. And this exists 
occultly in Nature, as well as the rest; because, other- 
wise, discerptibleness would not prove discoverable in the 
products thereof, viz., the ‘Great one,’ &c.' 


c. He elucidates this same point :? 


farrurfefaaaarag u 989 tt 


Aph, 141. [And Soul is something 

Soul presents no else than the body, &c.]; because there 

eta beingma- ig [in Soul,] the reverse of the three 
Qualities, &e. 


a. Because there is, in Soul, ‘the reverse of the three 
Qualities,’ &c., 1.e., because they are not seen [in it]. By 
the expression ‘&c.’ is meant, because the other characters 
of Nature, also, are not seen® [in Soul]. 


6. He states another argument :* 


‘deat FT TUTATaayaraa a- 
GRU | WU aT eaateaat dzaaa | aa 
wae fatrraater | AIM AMATAT Ae- 
erey HeAATaNAMAATT tl 

* dea weata tt 

 oee fapufefauraaqracetard | aT 
fenreaat vafauararaqetartefa i 
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attrerarafa lt 982 u 


Aph. 142, And [Soul is not ma- 
Another proof that . : ° 
Solis nob maternal, terial ;] because of [its] superinten- 
dence [over Nature]. 


a. For a superintendent is an intelligent being; and 
Nature is unintelligent: such is the meaning.’ 


6. He states another argument: ” 


ATHATATA tl 983 tt 


Aph, 148. [And Soul is not ma- 
Another proof. terial ;] because of [its] being the ex- 
periencer. 


a. It is Nature that 1s experienced; the experiencer 1s 
Soul. Although Soul, from its being unchangeably the 
same, is not [really] an experiencer, still the assertion 
[in the aphorism,]| is made, because of the fact that the 
reflexion of the Intellect befalls it,’ [and thus makes it 
seem as if it experienced (see § 58. a.) ]. 


6. Effurts are engaged in for the sake of Liberation. 
Pray, is this [tor the benefit] of the Soul, or of Nature ; 


Saat afreran vata wafer AST: 
* TRRATATS I 
 arat wafarar wee: | wafa ace. 
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[since Nature, in the shape of Mind, is, it seems, the ex- 
periencer]? To this he replies :' 


HAVTY WA?’ 9s i 


Anh. 144. [It is for Soul, and not 
for Nature;] because the exertions are 
with a view to isolation [from all 
qualities ; a condition to which Soul is competent, but 
Nature is not]. 


For Soul, not Nature, 
is Liberation wanted. 


a. The very essence of Nature cannot depart from it 
[so as to leave it in the state of absolute, solitary isolation 
contemplated]; because the three Qualities are its very 
essence, [the departure of which from it would leave no- 
thing behind], and because it would thus prove to be noé 
eternal, [whereas, in reality, it is eternal]. The isolation 
(katvalya) of that alone is possible of which the qualities 
are reflexional, [and not constitutive (see § 58. a.)]; and 
that is Soul.* 


6. Of what nature is this nes ee ? To this he replies :* 


' Brey safe | at : pea Wars. 
Ia BATE It 


2 This lection is that of Aniruddha alone. Vijnana, Nagesa, and 
Vedanti Mahadeva end the Aphorism with “q, necessitating ‘and 
because, &c. Hd. 
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ASUANTAPTIAATM: tl 98u tt 


Aph. 146. Since light does not per- 
tain to the unintelligent, light, [which 
must pertain to something or other, is the essence of the 
Soul, which, self-manifesting, manifests whatever else is 
manifest ]. 

a. It is a settled point, that the unintelligent is not 
light ; [it is not self-manifesting]. If Soul, also, were 
unintelligent [as the Naiydéyikas hold it to be, in s#4- 
stance ; knowledge being, by them, regarded not as its 
essence or substratum, but as one of its quadities|, then 
there would need to be another light for ¢f; and, us 
the simple theory, let Soul itself consist, essentially, of 


light.! 


The nature of the Soul. 


6. And there is Scripture [in support of this view; for 
example, the two following texts from the Brihaddranyaka 
Upanishad*|: ‘Wherewith shall one distinguish that 
wherewith one distinguishes all this [world] ?’ ‘Where- 
with shall one take cognizance of the cognizer ?’ * 


ce. [But the Naiyayika may urge,] /e¢ Soul be unintelli- 
gent [in its substance], but have Intelligence as its 


ee ce re a en I 


Set a Wawa efa faen | aaranfa 
We: MAA yaraa vafaaqy arsar- 
DAA WAT TRAST tl 


2 I1., 4, 14; or Satapatha-brdhmana, xiv., 9,4, 16. The two 
sentences quoted are continuous. Ed. 


 afaa wae at fasta df aa fast- 
atara | fagrarwat an faartarfeta i 
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attribute. Thereby it manifests all things; but it is not, 
essentially, Intelligence. To this he replies :' 


farturta FEAT tt We I 
Aph, 146. It [Soul,] has not Intel- 


Soul hus no quality. — ligence as its attribute; because it is 
without quality. 


a. If soul were associated with attributes, it would be 
[us we hold everything to be, that is associated with 
attributes, |liable to alteration; and, therefore, there would 
be no Liberation ;? [its attributes, or susceptibilities, 
always keeping it liable to be affected by something or 
other; or, the absolutely simple being the only un- 
alterable]. 


6. He declares that there is a contradiction to Scripture 
in this,® [1. e., in the view which he is contending against]: 


WAT FAST ATTA ATT A tt 989 i 


es ar Aph. 147. There is no denial [to be 
Scripture is higher P : 

evidence than supposed allowed] of what is established by 
Cet Scripture ; because the [supposed] 
evidence of intuition for this f[i.e., for the existence of 
qualities in the Soul,] is confuted [by the Scriptural de- 
cluration of the contrary ]. 


‘WISTS PASAT aa WIEHATIAhA 
ad faeu eed ATE I 

-agiaal waart: wrafrurfad ar- 
aaarfaarey eta i 

ae wfafacreare tt 
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a. The text, ‘For this Soul is uncompanioned,’! &c., 
would be confuted, if there were any annexation of 
qualities’ [to Soul: and the notion of confuting Scripture 
is not to be entertained for a moment]. 


6. But the literal meaning [of the aphorism] is this, 
that the fact, established by Scripture, of its [1. e., soul’s, | 
being devoid of qualities, &c., cannot be denied ; because 
the Scripture itself confutes the [supposed] intuitive 
perception thereof, 1.¢., the [supposed] intuitive perception 
of qualities, &c.,° [in the soul]. 


ARTA’ Be 


Aph, 148. [If soul were unintelli- 
Arjument against the : : : 
Whale teu uence gent,]| it would not be witness [of its 
gent. own comfort,|in profound [and dream- 
less] sleep, &c. 


a. If soul were unintelligent, then, in deep sleep, &c., 
it would not be a witness, a knower. But that this is not 


1 Brihaddranyaka Upanishad, iv., 3, 16; or Satapatha-bréh- 
mana, xiv.,7, 1,17. Ed. 


aR ad ces zerfeaferteart a 
arfrat Sa 

eae wen free feud. 
wre: wrIafa ama TUTE w- 
aa anna 

‘ eh TARTRATE TA  Nigeéa. GOWTT- 
A arfaraa | Vedénti Mahadeva. Ed. 
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the case [may be inferred] from the phenomenon, that ‘I 
slept pleasantly.’ By the expression ‘ &c.’ [in the aphorism, | 
dreaming is included.’ 


4. The Vedantis say that ‘soul is one only’; and so, 
again, ‘For Soul is eternal, omnipresent, changeless, void 
of blemish :’ ‘Being one [only], it is divided [into a 
seeming multitude] by Nature (sakéz),i.e., Illusion (maya), 
but not through its own essence, [to which there does not 
belong multiplicity].’ In regard to this, he says [as 
follows | :° 


WATCMIRTA: TRITTAA il We tt 


a. — Aph. 149. From the several allot- 
Petit isamultipcity nent of birth, &., a multiplicity of 
souls [is to be inferred ]. 


a. ‘Birth, &.’ By the ‘&c.,’ growth, death, &c., are 
included. ‘From the several allotment’ of these, i.e., 
from their being appointed; [birth to one, death to another, 
and so on}. ‘A multiplicity of souls ;’ that is to say, souls 


EE A ty Le eee arama ese SSNOG naan. 


' TATA a8: VIAGRA aa ayaa 
qa WIA | a aReARaTaata ufa- 
ATRATA ; afererernaeTa [ 

> UR raraitt aettaat: | war al far: 
Aaa MAT Ae eaafsta: | wa: a 
faa WR AAA A MTaa? | WATE kt 


3 Vedanti MahAdeva has, agreeably to some copies of his work, 


GRee AMA. ze 
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are many. If soul were one only, then, when one is born, 
ald must be born, &c.! 


b. He ponders, as a doubt, the opinion of the others,’ 
[viz., of the Vedantis]: 


BUMS SHH AAAI WraTAas AT- 
fefit: u q4o tl 


Aph. 150. [The Vedantis say, that, ] 
there being a difference in its invest- 
ments, moreover, multiplicity attaches 
[seemingly,| to the one [Soul]; as is the case with Space, 
by reason of jars, &c., [which mark out the spaces that they 
occupy |. 

a. As Space is one,—[and yet], in consequence of the 
difference of adjuncts, {as]jars, &c., when a jar is destroyed, 
it is [familiarly] said, ‘the jar’s space is destroyed’ [for 
then there no longer exists a space marked out by the jar|;* 
—-so, also, on the hypothesis of there being but one Soul, 
since there is a difference of corporeal limitation, on the 
destruction thereof, [i.e., of the limitation occasioned by 
any particular human body], it is merely a way of talking 
[to say], ‘The soul has perished.’ [This, indeed, is so 
far true, that there is really no perishing of Soul; but 


The view of the Ve- 
ddnta on this potnt. 


warelfa | aifentraaacarte sera | 
aqaraenaiaaard | weeagA aZ4 T- 
aA wil wa varwafersaaa 
aa aracfata ui 
> UTAAATUSS It 


3 Vide supra, p. 53, Aph. 51, &c. Ed. 
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then it is true,] also on the hypothesis that there are many 
souls. [And it must be true:] otherwise, since Soul is 
eternal, [without beginning or end, as both parties agree], 
how could there be the appointment of birth and death ?! 


b. He states [what may serve for] the removal of doubt? 
[as to the point in question]: 


warfufiaad Aq qeTy UNO 


Aph. 151. The investment is differ- 

ee oe Ve- ent, [according to the Vedantis], but 
not that to which this belongs; [and 

the absurd consequences of such an opinion will be seen]. 


a. ‘The investment is different,’ [there are diverse bodies 
of John, Thomas, &c.]; ‘ that to which this belongs,’ i. e. 
that [Soul] to which this investment [of body, in all its 
multiplicity,| belongs, is not different, [but is one only]: 
such is the meaning. And, [now consider], in consequence 
of the destruction of one thing, we are not to speak as if 
there were the destruction of something else ; because this 
[if it were evidence of a thing’s being destroyed,] would 
present itself where it ought not ;* [the destruction of De- 


 TARATHTT erqurfyetge AL AT- 
art aefafa aufesaa aqanraaasta 
VAAAGCACaAANT BT av zfa wWaey- 
ATA | Arar aRsha | BeTTGTAT fA- 
aad SAAT 

? AATUTAATE I 


3 Vide supra, p. 16, note 3. £d. 
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vadatta, e. g., presenting itself, as a fact, when we are con- 
sidering the case of Yajnadatta, who is not, for that rea- 
son, to be assumed to be dead]: and, on the hypothesis 
that Soul is one, the [fact that the Vedanta makes an] im- 
putation of inconsistent conditions 1s quite evident; since 
Bondage and Liberation do not [and cannot,] belong 
[simultaneously] to one. But the conjunction and [simul- 
taneous| non-conjunction of the sky [or space] with smoke, 
&c., [of which the Vedanti may seek to avail himself, as an 
illustration,| are not contradictory ; for Conjunction is not 
pervasion ;) [ whereas, on the other hand, it would be non- 
sense to speak of Bondage as affecting one portion of a 
monad, and Liberation as affecting another portion; as a 
monkey may be in conjunction with a branch of a tree, 
without being in conjunction with the stem]. 


b. What may be [proved] by this? To this he 
replies :? 
waaana uftadmae a freeua- 
TATE: th 2 


The Stinkhya ts free Aph. 152. Thus, fi.e., by taking the 


fiom the charge of ab SAnkhya view,| there is no imputation 
surdily to w hich the Ve- ‘ in 
dénta is open. of contradictory conditions to [a Soul 


' safufaad carioriara haa sa- 
Ql AMAMATMEIy ATA qAiisfawa- 
HICATATR q aa Ua fReuaeara VAS 
FATA | TATU F Yarfearn- 
arTTAaTTRRT SATA AP TTT T 

* waa fa enfefa | wa az I 
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supposed to be] everywhere present as one [infinitely 
extended monad]. 


a. ‘Thus,’ i.e., [if you regard the matter rightly,]| ac- 
cording to the manner here set forth, there is no ‘ imputa- 
tion,’ or attribution, ‘ of incompatible conditions,’ Bondage, 
Liberation, &c., to a soul ‘ existing everywhere,’ through- 
out all, as one,’ [i. e., as a monad]. 


6. [But, the Vedanti may contend,] we see the condition 
of another attributed even to one quite different ; as, e.g., 
Nature’s character as an agent [is attributed] to Soul, 
which is another [than Nature]. To this he replies :? 


WIAA ALUUTAahEtaarad tt 943 UN 


Aph, 153. Even though there be 
[imputed to Soul] the possession of the 
condition of another, this [ie., that it 
really possesses such,| is not established by the imputa- 
tion ; because it [Soul,]| is one [absolutely simple, unquali- 
fied entity]. 


Imputation is not 


proof. 


a. [The notion] that Soul is an agent is a mistake ; be- 
cause, that Soul is not an agent is true, and the imputa- 
tion [of agency to Soul] is no¢ true, and the combination of 
the true and the untrue is not real. Neither birth nor 


‘ waqatieada afta: aaat acATA- 
Maal TIA fefqeqrAl rae WT- 
Urata ac: 

MUTARTATTTUAT SST AMT Wed: 
aq TRaSTaia | ATE At 
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death or the lke is compatible with Soul; because it is 
uncompanioned,! [i.e., unattended either by qualities or by 
actions |. 


b. [But the Vedanti may say :] and thus there will be 
an opposition to the Scripture. or, according to that, 
‘ Brahma is one without a second :’” ‘There is nothing here 
diverse ; death after death does he [deluded man,] obtain, 
who here sees, as 1t were, a multiplicity.’* To this he 
replies : ‘ 


ateemafafatren arfaaceare uy tl 


Aph. 154. There is no opposition to 

Scripture, speaking of the Scriptures [declaratory] of the 
Soul as one, 1s speaking : 

of it generically. non-duality [of Soul]; because the 

reference [in such texts,] is to the 


genus, [or to Soul in general]. 


a. But there is no opposition [in our Sankhya view of 
the matter,| to the Scriptures [which speak | of the oneness 
of Soul ; because those [Scriptural texts] refer to the genus. 





Weed ATA TRUTH A HATE 
Ua VW aaa: daerentaa 
wafa | wafsatermat a sraacarfe 
Sata tt 


2 Chhdndogya Upanishad, vi.,1. But the word S{® does not 
occur there. Ed. 


3 Katha Upanishad, iv.,11. Instead of saTeita , however, 
the correct reading is Tata . Ed. 


‘waa wfafatra: ware | aat Vata 
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By genus we mean sameness, the fact of being of the same 
nature: and itis to this alone that the texts about the 
non-duality [of Soul] have reference. It is not the indi- 
visibleness [of Soul,—meaning, by its indivisibleness, the 
impossibility that there should be more souls than one,— 
that 1s meant in such texts]; because there is no motive 
[for viewing Soul as thus indivisible]: such is the mean- 
ing.’ 


6. But then, [the Vedanti may rejoin,] Bondage and 
Liberation are just as incompatible in any single soul, on 
the theory of him who asserts that souls are many, |and 
that each is at once bound and free]. To this he replies :* 


fafea arate seat TEA’ ul quy 


fadta aa ae arate fa wa Aa: a AR- 
aratfa 4 fz Aaa Tafa | WATE I 


‘erawadiat fairer afer arat 
sifaaweard | aifa: aTareraaecd aa- 
ataadtat aaa | ATA WATAATI- 
ara feed: I 

> PAH AAA SUHAAAT FRAT. 
a faeatfafa | sate 1 


3 All the commentators but Aniruddha read qa, 
and they differ widely from him, as they often do, in their elucidations 


e 


of the Aphorism. Na&gesa’s explanation of it is as follows: fafed 


nfad qrarcuatastat Ty ATETATATS. 
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Aph, 155. Of him [1. e., of that soul, | 
ne ie ee of by whom the cause of Bondage is 

known, there is that condition [of iso- 
lation, or entire liberation], by the perception [of the fact, 
that Nature and soul are distinct, and that he, really, was 
not bound, even when he seemed to be so]. 


a. By whom is known ‘ the cause of bondage,’ viz., the 
non-perception that Nature and soul are distinct, of him, 
‘by the perception’ [of it], i.e., by cognizing the distinc- 
tion, there is ‘ that condition,’ viz., the condition of isola- 
tion, [the condition (see § 144) after which the soul aspires. 
The soul in Bondage which is no real bondage may be 
typified by Don Quixote, hanging, in the dark, from the 
ledge of a supposed enormous precipice, and holding on 
for life, as he thought, from not knowing that his toes 
were within six inches of the ground]. 


wees URaTAgI ATARI TATA 
tifa MTs | The substance of this is, that, only in the eyes 


of the mistaken man who is influenced by the notorious cause of 
bondage, or in other words, who is unable to discriminate, is the 
essential condition of souls multeity, a condition the reverse of the 
one before referred to, unity ; and that is inconclusive. The Aphorism, 
thus understood, must be assumed to proceed from a Vedantic disputant 
against the S4nkhya, Whether as read by Aniruddha, or as read by 
others, it is susceptible, with reference to the previous context, of a 
variety of renderings. Hd. 


‘ fafed aararta vafrreataaarena 
qa da gem faqagra agd Faq 
BUA lt 
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6. [Well, rejoins the Vedanti,] Bondage [as you justly 
observe,| is dependent on non-perception [of the truth], 
and is not real. It is a maxim, that non-perception is 
removed by perception ; and, on this showing, we recog- 
nize as correct the theory that Soul is one, but not that 
of Soul’s being multitudinous, To this he replies:! 


ATM GEAT VAM ATATIAAT: tt We 


Aph. 156. No: because the blind do 
He jeers the Vedénti. not see, can those who have their eye- 
sight not perceive ? 


a. What! because a blind man does not see, does also 
one who has his eyesight not perceive? There are many 
arguments [in support of the view] of those who assert 
that souls are many, [though you do not see them]: such 
is the meaning.” 


6. He declares, for the following reason, also, that Souls 
are many :° 


 fagretafaaar aan a arfea | 
waredad faada fa aha: | wa San 
HUY VA Bal qaarat a araraai efa | 
WATE | 

* eM a UNadifa weparaty fa aTaa- 
wa) ararararfemaaa aarar: adhere: 

* satsta ATTA Fae | 
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araearferat AeA tt us | 


. Aph. 157. Vamadeva, as well as 

ar auaieie dis ao others, has been liberated, [if we are 

to believe the Scriptures; therefore] 

non-duality is not [ asserted, in the same Scriptures, in the 
Vedantic sense]. 


a. In the Puranas, &c., we hear, ‘ Vamadeva has been 
liberated,’ ‘Suka has been liberated,’ and so on. If Soul 
were one, since the liberation of all would take place, on 
the liberation of one, the Scriptural mention of a diversity 
(of separate and successive liberations] would be self- 
contradictory.* 


6. [But the Vedanti may rejoin :] on the theory that 
Souls are many, since the world has been from eternity, 
and from time to time some one or other 1s liberated, so, 
by degrees, a// having been liberated, there would be a 
universal void. But, on the theory that Soul is one, 
Liberation is merely the departure of an adjunct, [which, 
the Vedanti flatters himself, does not involve the incon- 
sistency which he objects to the Sankhya]. To this he 
replies : * 


~ wee ee — ee e eee 


1 Aniruddha perhaps has qracarferaateda | 


Ed. 

UUM. Wd ATACaT AA WAT AA 
zarfe | Waa Taal AAA eala- 
ave: CATT lt 

 araraaasarer dat aera arsfa 
aad sfa BAU BAAR AIA VATA | 
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WMATA ATACTATAAIAATA tt WUE I 


Aph, 158. Though it [the world, ] 
has been from eternity, since, up to 
this day, there has not been [an entire 
emptying of the world], the future, also, [may be infe- 
rentially expected to be] thus [as it has been heretofore]. 


As ti has been, so will 
st be. 


t 


a. Though the world has deen from eternity, since, up 
to this day, we have not seen it become a void, there is no 
proof [in support] of the view that there will be Libera- 
tion ! {of add Souls, so as to leave a void]. 


6. He states another solution [of the difficulty] :? 


eeraifaa BAT ATTA BH: Ul We tt 


Aph. 159. As now [things are, so], 
The stream of mun- . ; 
dane things will flow on everywhere [will they continue to go 
eee on: hence there will be] no absolute 
cutting short [of the course of mundane things]. 


a. Since souls are [in number,| without end, though 
Liberation successively take place, there will not be [as a 
necessary consequence.] a cutting short of the world. As 
now, so everywhere,—i.e., in time to come, also,—there 


vara quifufara wa ara xfa 
DATE I 


Sater GANS WTB TATA west 
aTatauta afaftfa vet arfet nar | 
* AATUTATATATE tt 
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will be Liberation, but not, therefore, an absolute cutting 
short [of the world]; since of this the on-flowing is 
eternal. ' 


6. On the theory, also, that Liberation is the departure 
of an adjunct |§ 157. 6.], we should find a universal void ; 
so that the doubt? is alike, [in its application to either 
view]. Just as there might be an end of all things, on 
the successive liberation of many souls, so, since all ad- 
juncts would cease, when [the fruit of] works [this fruit 
being in the shape of Soul’s association with body, as its 
adjunct,] came to an end, the world would become void,° 
[on the Vedanta theory, as well as on the Sdukhya]. 


c. Now, [if the Vedanti says,| there will not be a void, 
because adjuncts are [in number,| endless, then it is the 
same, on the theory that Souls are many. And thus [it 
has been declared] :* ‘ For this very reason, indeed, though 
those who are knowing [in regard to the fact that Nature 


‘Raat RAW Bhachy wTr- 
antraesta a arma! ralfaa aay 
nfaucarasta afaatagatia areaTer 
Sea WaTeAaaTT 


2 Anuyoga, here rendered ‘doubt,’ rather signifies ‘ difficulty 
raised,’ ‘question.’ £d. 


* sarfufazrat Arey sfa cesta aawT- 
UE) sta TATSTATT: | wat esha 
FAT wal aa SEIT HABE Aaaify- 
ATTN Te 


4 The source of the stanza here translated I have not ascer- 
tained. Ld. 
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and Soul are different], are continually being liberated, 
there will not be a void, inasmuch as there is no end of 
multitudes of souls in the universe.”! 


d, Pray, [some one may ask,] is Soul [essential/y| bound ? 
Or free? If [essentially] bound, then, since its essence 
cannot depart, there is no Liberation ; for, if it [the es- 
sence,| departed, then it [Soul,] would [cease, with the 
cessation of its essence, and] not be eternal. If [on the 
other hand, you reply that it is essentially| free, then 
meditation and the like [which you prescribe for the attain- 
ment of liberation,| are unmeaning. ‘To this he replies ; * 


TATA TART It 9% I 


ante 


STOMA Wat ATATH- 
Ua qa | aaa! ata Ua fe faa 
WTA Maas | TAIssitasirararaa- 
AATENATAT Il 

° fHATAT TST AAI AT! TEA ARIAT 
waraTefaare: aashaaraay | wat AAT 
wrarteteta | Wa Wis tl 


3 This reading I find nowhere, but, instead of it, WTaal- 
& 


HAST, ‘Clear of both conditions (7.e., that of being bound and 
that of being freed, is Soul, which is eternally free].’ 


Messrs. Bohtlingk and Roth call Dr. Ballantyne’s FIaMq: 
‘Feblerhaft fur TAT RT: , Their substitute is, so far as I know, 


conjectural. 


According to most interpreters, however, the preceding Aphorism 
has reference to the question whether it be only after Soul is 
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Soul is ener free, Aph. 160. It [Soul,| is altogether 


thouyh it may seem ‘ . 
bead tn alae oF free, [but seemingly] multiform, [or 


ways. different, in appearance, from a free 
thing, through a delusive semblance of being bound]. 


a. It is not bound; nor is it liberated; but it is ever 
free, [see §19]. But the destruction of ignorance [as to 
its actual freedom, ] is effected by meditation, &c.,' [which 
are, therefore, not unmeaning, as alleged in § 159. d.]. 


b. It has been declared that Soul is a witness.” Since it 
is a witness [some one may object], even when it has at- 
tained to discriminating | between Nature and Soul], there 


liberated, or, on the other hand, at all times, that simplicity, or un- 
changing fixedness, of essential condition (ekarupatwa) is predi- 
cable of it. 

Introductions to the Aphorism, with expositions of it, here follow. 


Veldinti Mabideva: TRACY Wena ath ATea- 
AI Ta AACATATGTATATE | Nigeia: WRUT- 
wi WHA Tear 24 WACaTe | “Vedint 
Mabsideva ; afaeqiaaraen aaa frutaqa 
THUEI BI GA EIT sf AAAATATT | 
Nig: TRAY WAS AMMAR TAASIWAT 
UTATAAAA! | Also see the commentaries on the Sdukhya- 


kdrikd, st. 19; and § 144. a., at p. 162, supra. kd. 
‘a Far ard aad fa a faa: | 
Waa IA wAafeat fac ea | 


2 Vide supra, p. 56, § 54. a., and p. 165, § 148. Jeu. 
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is no Liberation; [Soul, on this showing, being not an 
absolutely simple entity, but something combined with the 
character of a spectator or witness]. To this he replies:! 


AAA TUTTI AT EF I 


Aph. 161. It [Soul,] is a witness, 
through its connexion with sense- 
organs, [which quit it, on liberation]. 


TTow Soul is a spec- 
alor. 


a. A sense-organ is an organ of sense. Through its 
connexion therewith, it [Soul,] 1s a witness. And where 
is [its] connexion with sense-organs, [these products of 
Nature (see § 61)], when discrimination [between Nature 
and Soul] has taken place?” 


6. [Well, some one may ask], at all times of what nature 
is Soul? To this he replies :* 


Para 92 


— ee ee 


Beat aaa | Ufsatqaenta 
arfardsfrara efa | SATE tl 


2 Only Aniruddha recognizes this reading. Vijndna, Nageda, 
and Vedanti Mahadeva have QTRUTFA®. Ea. 


 aatateay | antaanenfeaa | fa- 
aq a ateqdayy sfa | 
‘ade fang arafa | wa ag 


5 Vijnana says that this Aphorism and that next following specify 
notes of Soul which establish that its essential condition is neither 


BOOK I., APH. 163. 18] 
The real condition of Aph. 162, [The nature of Soul is] 


oul, constant freedom. 


a. ‘Constant freedom :’ that is to say ; Soul is, positively, 
always devoid of the Bondage called Pain [sce &§ 1 and 19]; 
because Pain and the rest are modifications of Under- 


standing,’ [which (see § 61) is a modification of Nature, 
from which Soul is really distinct]. 


Mreestra Ata tt 9&3 


Aph. 168. And, finally, [the nature 
Suul’s indifference. of Soul is] indifference [to Pain and 
Pleasure, alike]. 


a. By ‘indifference’ is meant non-agency. The word itz 


[rendered ‘finally,’] implies that the exposition of the 
Nature of Soul is completed.? 


b. [Some one may say, the fact of] Soul’s being an 
agent is declared in Scripture. How is this, [if, as you 
say, It be not an agent]? To this he replies :° 


of those alluded to in Aph. 160: DySaaMTafaay 
TRqaratl fadarare AaPaTA | ze 
‘famtad dey GRR CATT 
Wid Tureafeatwaraaeaa: | 
 RrereteraAtaTA | SPAT: TRA 
faareaaArsr i 


aT: det Wad | arautafa | wat 
WE tt 
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sarmagqa farearfaearhararfaara 
928 tt 


Fn as Aph. 164. [Soul’s fancy ot ] being an 
not an agent, is yet agent is, through the influence [of 
eee ee Nature],' from the proximity of Intel- 
lect, from the proximity of Intellect. 


a. [Its] ‘being an agent,’ i.e., Soul’s fancy of being an 
agent, is ‘from the proximity of Intellect,’ ‘through the 
influence’ of Nature,? [(see § 19,) of which Intellect 
(see § 61) is a modification ]. 


b. The repetition of the expression ‘from the proximity 
of Intellect’ is meant to show that we have reached the 
conclusion: for thus do we see [practised] in the Scrip- 
tures,” [e. g., where it 1s said, in the Veda: ‘Soul 1s to be 
known ; it is to be discriminated from Nature: thus it does 
not come again, it docs not come again’*]. 


1 The translator inadvertently omitted the words ‘through,’ &c. 
Ed 
“ie 


 fareriaeatat VERMUITEAA: adel 
RAATHTATA: I 

 Fararferarfefa ateat uftaatet wat 
aur ceratfeta i 


4 These words are taken from Colebrooke: see his Miscellaneous 
Essays (Prof. Cowell's edition), vol. i. p. 249. The original is found, 
as a quotation, &c., in Vachaspati Misra’s Tattwa-kaumudi, near 
the beginning of the comment on st. 2 of the Sdnkhya-kartke : 


DIT Al WE Aaa: | Vafaar fata: 
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c. So much, in this Commentary! on the illustrious 
Kapila’s Aphorisms declaratory of the Sankhya, for the 
First Book, that on the [topics or] subject-matter * [of the 
Sankhya system]. 


~ S 

a8 UAtTadd Fa UAtradd | oo ATA: 
there is a variant, Cua:, in one of my MSS. The words 
yo fae are obviously a gloss; and I have punctuated ac- 


cordingly. They are preceded, I take it, by one text, and are followed 
by another. The source of the first has not been discovered. For 
what is very similar to the second, see the conclusion of the Chhdn- 
duyya Upanishad. Colebrooke’s ‘thus’ is unrepresented in the 
Sanskrit as I find it. Jd. 


1 Aniruddha’s is intended, though many passages in the preceding 
pages are from other commentaries. Ed. 


sfa sbarfaaagnaaaaga fas 
QA: WAH: | 


END OF BOOK I. 
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BOOK II. 


en 


a. The subject-matter [of the Institute] has been set forth 
{in Book I.]. Now, in order to prove that itis not the Soud 
that undergoes the alterations [observable in the course of 
things], he will tell, very diffusely, in the Second Book, how 
the creation is formed out of the Primal Principle. There, 
too, the nature of the products of Nature is to be declared 
fully, with a view to the very clear discrimination of Soul 
from these. Therefore, according to [the verses],’ 


b. ‘Whoso rightly knows its changes, and the Primal 
Agent [Nature], and Soul, the eternal, he, thirsting no 
more, 1s emancipated,’ 


c. we remark, that, with reference to the character, &c., 
of Emancipation, all the three [things mentioned in 
these verses] require to be known. And here, in the first 
place, with advertence to the consideration, that, if Nature, 
which is unintelligent, were tocreate without a motive, we 
should find even the emancipated one bound, he states the 
motive for the creation of the world :” 


1 Here add, ‘in the Moksha-dharma, &c.’; and read, instead 
of ‘we remark .... Emancipation,’ ‘ there is the declaration that.’ 
The verses quoted are from the Mahdbhérata, xii., 7879, and occur 
in Chap. ccxvi., in the Section entitled Moksha-dharma. Ed. 


ara frat fetta: | arnd wee- 
wnafcarfaaraaeara vafaa: afents. 
wafafaaca fadtareaa qefai ata 
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faa RATATY CATS At WUTAST 1 9 


Aph. 1. Of Nature [the agency, or 
the being a maker, is] for the 
emancipation of what is [really, though not apparently, | 
emancipated, or else for [the removal of] itself. 


The motive for creation. 


a. The expression ‘the being a maker’ is borrowed 
from the last aphorism of the preceding Book. Nature 
makes the world for the sake of removing the pain, which 
is [really] a shadow [Book I., § 58], belonging to the Soul, 
which is, in its very nature, free from the bonds of pain ; or 
[to explain it otherwise,| for the sake of removing pain 
[connected] by means of but a shadowy link; or [on the 
other hand, | it is ‘for the sake of itself,’ that is to say, for 
the sake of removing the actually real pain | which consists] 
of itself.’ 


Wyaararal aed fatal aaa Pasta 
qeannifaaefadara | aa Ua | 

fant nafd Va qed wT AATAAa | 

a aurafestata a faqen fara tt 

ofa areuarfes sara aaa aaa | 
at Weadata: wadfmamaag 
AAI TAMAR LATTA Ws WAT- 
HAAS | 

‘ aqatafa warearaagaTetasad | G- 
wad eatenferaa gers ufafas 
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6, Although experience [of good and ill], also, as well as 
Emancipation, is a motive for creation, yet Emancipation 
alone is mentioned, inasmuch as it is the principal one. 


c. But then, if creation were for the sake of Emancipa- 
tion, then, since Emancipation might take place through 
creation once for all, there would not be creation again 
and again; to which he replies: ?° 


faraet afers: non 


Aph, 2. Because this [ Emancipation | 


Si : ationuwhy, . . : ; 1 
uccessive creation why. = [only] of him that is void of passion. 


a. Emancipation does not take place through creation 
once for all; but it is [the lot only| of him that has been 
extremely tormented many times by the various pain of 
birth, death, sickness, &c.; and, therefore, [successive 
creation goes on| because Emancipation actually occurs in 
the case only of him in whom complete dispassion has 


wugaarara ofafsadaatsa saATeTe 
qT OMA Weadaqay a ATs SA aT- 
TaTfAAg: WATT AAA: It 

‘mata aArargarista qe: Data a- 
Uy ARIATATY Tare: I 

2 ~ Go SN < SN 

Tag arene agrees aRyETs ATE. 

wa aa: ua: fea arfefa aare tt 


8 For another rendering of the original of a@., 6., and c., see my 
translation of the Rational Refutation, &c., p.62. Hd. 
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arisen through the knowledge of the distinctness of Nature 
and Soul: such is the meaning.’ 


b. He tells the reason why dispassion does not take place 
through creation once for all :* 


aq wawartatratarateameaar aaa- 
ATA UZ 


| Aph. 3. It is not effected by the 
pp oree of the forego] ~— mere hearing ; because of the forcible- 
ness of the impressions’ from eternity- 


a. Even the hearing [of Scripture, in which the distinct- 
ness of Nature from Soul is enounced,| comes [not to all 
alike, but only] through the merit of acts done in many 
births, [or successive lives]. Even then dispassion is not 
established through the mere hearing, but through direct 
cognition; and direct cognition does not take place sud- 
denly, because of the forcibleness of false impressions that 


‘ae Gears: fa dq aETt wAATT- 
aranfefafaug:aa aku ane aaa vatd- 


qeaarfdaqerareraqavaraaa ATa- 
wafafestrard: 1 


2 => ay 
VARGA ATTATAST STATE I 
9 
’ This reading is peculiar to Vijndna, but seems to have some 
countenance from Nagesa. Aniruddha and Ved4nti Mahadeva have 


“TAA SAT. Be. 


* Vdsand. Vide supra, p. 29, note2. Ed. 


188 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


have existed from eternity, but [the required direct cogni- 
tion takes place] through the completion of Concentration ; 
and there is an abundance of obstacles to Concentration 
[see Yoga Aphorisms, Book II]: therefore, only after 
many births do dispassion and Emancipation take place at 
any time of any one at all: such is the meaning. 


b. He states another reason for the continuous flow of 
creation :? 


FATS UAHA Ug 


Another reason for Aph, 4. Or as people have, severally, 
continuous creation. many dependants 


a. As householders have, severally, many who are depen- 
dent upon them, according to the distinctions of wife, 
children, &c., so, also, the Qualities, viz., Goodness, &c., 
[Book I., § 61. 6.] have to emancipate innumerable Souls, 
severally. Therefore, however many Souls may have been 
emancipated, the onflow of creation takes place for the 
emancipation of other Souls; for Souls are [in number, | 
without end: such is the meaning. And so the Yoga 
aphorism [Book II., § 22] says: ‘Though it have ceased 





‘sauafa qgragaaa waa! a- 
arfa wawarata Surafate: fe dq areqr- 
THITIMATAIAITA Rieta A aatatfefaen- 
qa anaes qd arifsreat art a 
nfaaarargeatafa | wal agwahita 2. 
Wa Aras Feraaafaes faradtaa: ui 

* afenare SaaTAIE I 
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to be, in respect of him that has done the work, it has not 
[absolutely | ceased to be; because it is common to others 
besides him.’? 


6. But then why is it asserted that Nature alone creates, 
when, by the text, ‘ From that or this Soul proceeded the 
Ether,’? &c., it is proved that Soul, also, creates? To this 
he replies :° 


wat raters a Teqareatarats: ut 


Aph. 5. And, since it [the character 


Nature, not Soul, of creator,] belongs, really, to Nature, 
creates. . ar a: . 
it follows that it is fictitiously attributed 
to Soul. 


rs a i eR eR NN OY 


‘Sat TVA MAH AAT AeaNT wataa 
wiaafeetd venferararata wear- 
awquem faatadtar vata aa: faa- 
mRRATsfa WRaraTaraay yfenaiet 
ed wRNararanfeas: | AAs ArT 
aa Fala Ufa AVAUAE TeATUTTUAaT- 


feta i 


* Tarttirtya Upanishad, ii, 1. But read: ‘From this, from 
this same self,’ &e. Ed. 


ay UAdta BE BAG ACATET 
VATA BATT: Se ea WAT We 
venta agaiaatia aare t 
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a. And, since Nature’s character of creator is decided 
to be real, there is, really, in the Scriptures, only a fictitious 
[or figurative] attribution of creativeness to Soul.’ 


b. But then, if it be thus, how is it laid down that Nature’s 
creativeness, moreover, is real; since we are told [in 
Scripture,| that creation, moreover, is on a level with a 
dream? ‘To this he replies :? 


aTadetaes: tS i 


The reality of Na- Aph. 6. Since it is proved from the 
ture s creatwveness. pro ducts. 


a. That is to say: because the real creative character 
of Nature is established just ‘from the products,’ viz., by 
that evidence [see Book I., § 110,] which acquaints us with 
the subject [in which the creative character inheres| ; for 
products are real, inasmuch as they produce impressions 
and exhibit acts. [The reality of eternal things is 
established here, just asit is by Locke, who says: ‘I think 


ate eae Mean ee me 


WAT aes aad a fag Rac) 
ayaree wa  afars forte i 


* Taq paarati aed arerafata act. 
Sard ae: eamfeqeraa rata waurfeta 


aaTE ll 
< 
3 Aniruddha alone has alaaeatars:, which reading 


Dr. Ballantyne at first accepted. Ed. 


‘ araraTaataarantcaal aradaaa ar- 
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God has given me assurance enough as to the existence of 
things without me; since, by their different application, I 
can produce, in myself, both pleasure and pain (artha), 
which is one great concernment of my present state.’ 
These existing products being admitted, the Sankhya 
argues that they must have a cause; and, as this cause 
means neither more nor less than something creative, 
whatever proves the existence of the cause proves, at the 
same time, its creative character. | 


6. But then [it may be said], on the alternative [see § 1] 
that Nature works for herse/f, she must energize with 
reference to the emanctpated Soul, also. To this he replies :? 


VAAENAAA: AHATATAT | 9 it 


Aph. 7. The rule is with reference 
Who escape nature. to one knowing; just as escape from 
a thorn. 


a. The word che/ana here means ‘ one knowing;’ because 
the derivation is from chit, ‘to be conscious’. As one and 
the same thorn is not a cause of pain to him who, being 
‘one knowing,’ 1.c., aware of it, escapes from that same, but 
actually is so in respect of others; so Nature, also, 1s escaped 
by ‘ one knowing,’ one aware, one who has accomplished 
the matter: to im it does not consist of pain; but to others, 
who are not knowing, it actually isa cause of pain: such Is 


da wa Ulam WadaRTaqaEA- 
faefwau: i 

Sq Feet: ATTN ARTRT HATH AT 
Wadd | date tt 
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the ‘rule,’ meaning, the distribution. Hence, also, of 
Nature, which is, by its own nature, bound [inasmuch as it 
consists of bonds], the self-emancipation is possible; 80 
that it does not energize with reference to the emancipated 


Soul! [§ 6. 0.]. 


6. But then [suggests some one], what was said [at § 5], 
that, in respect of Soul, the creative character is only 
fictitiously attributed, this is not proper; because it is 
fitting, that, by the conjunction of Nature, Sow/, also, should 
be modified into Mind, &c.; for a modification of wood, 
&c., resembling earth, &c., through the conjunction of 
earth, &c., is seen: to which he replies :” 


' Fadl dara sfa Geren Waarsarhta: 
Vas REA TaaaishaMeAes BAA 
a neta CaIaa a Mata q var 
aati watacta Jaarefrarqariies aaa 
a waa eataart a aaerarTA Marae 
d para vacdata faaat MAI: | 
waa Garaat sera ata Wad: SATE 
aa efal wal A WATEG wa wade 
ata tt 

aa Tee GEraaatata eR Ta 
wai ngfaearta y qeaqanta wecriquica- 
arfaarger fe ufeenfearia arene: aft. 
aifeaem: ufcura zfa | aaTE 
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waaristy afafsaratanareead ltt 


Soul not creative, though  . le ae though there be con- 
assuciuted with what isso. Junction [of Soul] with the other [viz., 

Nature], this [power of giving rise to 
products] does not exist in it immediately ; just like the 
burning action of iron. 


a. Even though there be conjunction with Nature, there 
belongs to Soul no creativeness, ‘immediately,’ 1.e., directly. 
An illustration of this is, ‘like the burning action of 
iron:’ as iron does not possess, directly, a burning power ; 
but this is only fictitiously attributed to it, being through 
the fire conjoined with it: such is the meaning. But, in 
the example just mentioned, itis admitted that there isan 
alteration of both; for this is proved by sense-evidence : 
but, in the instance under doubt, since the case is accounted 
for by the modification of one only, there is cumbrousness 
in postulating the modification of both; because, otherwise, 
by the conjunction of the China-rose, it might be held 
that the colour of the crystal was changed." 


 aagfararista TRA A apafafet. 
wat aed | at SUrPtrsarerea 
GINAAT A aru ATA fer fa a. Tq aaT- 
PaaAARAAT: | TATE paar: 
ufcua: nanfenfead dau wae 
wa uftaraaravarasar: uftaraaara 
TNA | IAT HA arrreaeHT TTT- 


fourarcatefa 1 
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b. It has already been stated [§ 1] that the fruit of crea- 
tion is emancipation. Now he states the principal occasional 
cause of creation :! 


~ se 
Tefacerarart: ate: Ne tt 
Aph. 9. When there is passion, or 


dispassion, there 1s concentration, [in 
the latter case, and] creation, [in the former]. 


Creation when. 


a. When there is passion, there 1s creation ; and, when 
there is dispassion, there is ‘concentration,’ 1e., the 
abiding [of Soul] in its own nature [see Yoga Aphorisms, 
Book I., § 3°]; in short, emancipation, or the hindering of 
the modifications of the thinking principle [Yoga Apho- 
risms, Book I., § 27]: such is the meaning. And so the 
import is, that Passion is the cause of creation ; because of 
their being® simultaneously present or absent.‘ 


6. After this he begins to state the manner of creation : ° 


p- 





qe: wet Arey efa orp | zerat 
aeaet faftrrarcuare | 
2 Vide infra, p. 211, note 6. Hd. 


3 ‘Simultaneously,’ &c., is to render anwayavyatirekau, on which 
vide ise p. 43, note 2. Hd. 


‘at afedird a am: a@etsqena 
afatca uraea at fawafafitre zene: | 
aa araueafatarat cen ofearcata- 
ATTA: I 

‘sa: ut afentnat aqRToT t 
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AReeRAY 'WRYATATH tl 90 4 


Aph. 10. In the order [see § 12. b.] 
of Mind, &c., [is the creation] of the 
five elements, [or of the material world]. 


Order of creation. 


a. ‘Creation’ is supplied from the preceding aphorism.’ 


6. He mentions a distinction’ [between these successively 
creative energies and the primal one J: 


VTATAATICAATATTSA ATTA: 99 I 


Natutee product aot Aph. 11. Since creation is for the 
Jor themselves. sake of Soul, the origination of these 


[products of Nature} is not for their own sake. 


a. ‘ Of these,’ i.e., of Mind, &c., since the creativeness 1s 
‘for the suke of Soul,’ 1.e., for the sake of the emancipation 
of Soul, the ‘ origination,’ 1. e., the creativeness, is not for 
the sake of themselves; since, inasmuch as they are 
perishable, they [unlike Nature, (see § 1)] are not 
susceptible of emancipation: such 1s the meaning.‘ 


6. He declares the creation of limited space and time :* 


1 Nageéa has, instead of MSG, . Ed. 

 afeftfa waqaredada i 

* FaNTATE tt 

‘wai Agel GeAMTHAaATARS- 
AMIGA BIG wet aed faarfaaa 
Arararnteys: u 

* aUsfemrarat: afeare i 
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fearerrarenratfera: i 92 0 


Relative time and Ap h. 12. [Relative] Space and Time 
space whence. [arise] from the Ether, &c. 


a. The Space and Time which are efernal [and absolute], 
being the source of the Ether, are, really, sorts of qualities 
of Nature: therefore it is consistent that Space and Time 
should be all-pervading. But the Space and Time which 
are limited arise from the Ether, through the conjunction 
of this or that limiting object: such is the meaning. 
By the expression ‘&c.,’ [in the aphorism, | is meant ‘ from 
the apprehending of this or that limiting object.”! 


6. Now he exhibits, in their order, through their nature 
and their habits, the things mentioned [in § 10] as ‘in the 
order of Mind, &c.’ 2 


WMAAATAT are: 93 1 


Aph. 13. Intellect is judgment. 


beans 
aa eee a. ‘Intellect’ is a synonym of ‘the 


Great Principle’ [or Mind (see Book L., 
§ 71)]; and ‘judgment,’ called [also] ascertainment, is its 


~~ 


‘fear at fearei _arararegfngen 
ngarraraTarsa | Wat ferrin fang. 
aufa: | aq WERT a aT aragurfu 
HapreraTNTETala way: | aifeeeat- 
arfyazurfeta 

‘ger Aeafamdagearedeqa;r wa- 
Ta HAW CNA tt 
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peculiar modification: such isthe meaning. But they are 
set forth as identical, because a property and that of which 
it 18 the property are indivisible.’ And it is to be under- 
stood, that this Intellect is ‘Great,’ because it pervades all 
effects other than itself, and because it is of great power.’ 


b. He mentions other Propertice, also, of the Great 


Principle :* 


arara warfe:' w 98 0 


Aph. 14. Merit, &c., are products 


Products of intellect. : 
- of it. 


a. The meaning is, that Merit, Knowledge, Dispassion, 
and Supernatural Power, moreover, are formed out of 
intellect, not formed of self-consciousness (ahankara), &c. ; 
because intellect alone [and not self-consciousness,| is a 
product of superlative Purity,’ [without admixture of 
Passion and Darkness]. 


! See, for a different rendering, the Rational Refutatton, &c, 
p. 45. Hd. 


* aetael vara qfetifal waqaras 
faamaaranneal afarwaa: | wie 
faeme wWauRaerd | SRI qeree 
AA MATA IAT ISAPARATS ATTA 

* agaeraaty WATATE I 


‘ From copying a typographical error, Dr. Ballantyne had, in 
< 
both his editions, warfe. Ea, 


WANA aaa qgurertarts 
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6. But then, if it be thus, how can the prevalence of 
demerit, in the portions of intellect lodged in men, cattle, 
&c., be accounted for? To this he replies :* 


aequirmiaattay tl ay i 


Opposite products of  4Ph. 15. The Great one [intellect, | 
ralellect, becomes reversed through tincture.’ 


a. That same ‘Great one,’ i.e., the Great Principle [or 
intellect], through being tinged with Passion and Dark- 
ness, also becomes ‘reversed ’ [see § 14. a.], i.e., vile, with 
the properties of Demerit, Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and 
want of Supernatural Power: such is the meaning.* 


4. Having characterized the Great Principle, he defines 
its product, Self-consciousness : 4 


yee 


MeaUgarasata tata facfavara- 
qrarategqa: i 

ead ae acoateraa FrqTAeA- 
VAMTATAIITATA | TATE bt 

2 T.e., ‘influence. Zid. 

ate AEAeAeS THMAraraqucrnte- 
Utd BeAUAATATAT Para aaah 
Tada: I 

— ayaa aAaaAA aA 
afa i 
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WMATATSEATT: Ut 9% Ut 


Soi /cinsiousaian: Aph. 16. Self-consciousness is a 
concelf. 


a. ‘Self-consciousness’ is what makes the Ego, as a 
potter [makes a pot]; the thing [called] the internal 
instrument (antah-karana) : and this, inasmuch as a pro- 
perty and that of which it is the property are indivisible, 
is spoken of as ‘ a conceit,” [viz., of personality], in order 
to acquaint us that this is its peculiar modification. Only 
when a thing has been determined by intellect [i.e., by an 
act of judgment (see §13.@.)], do the making of an Ego 
and the making of a Meum take place.’ 


6. He mentions the product of Self-consciousness, which 
has arrived in order :° 


VRENIATATS AHA tt 99 tt 


Aph. 17. The product of it [viz., of 
cee i aa Self-consciousness,| is the eleven [or- 


gans|, and the five Subtile Elements. 


a. The meaning is, that the eleven organs, with the 


1 For another version, see the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 45. 
Ed. 


"RE HUAACAE AHH TAT ATT- 
cH AT UAURDVTETATA ERPMISATUTT- 
wafamaqaara | gen fated warasea- 
TARR HAT It 

* MAVTAACATTS BAAS tt 
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five Subtile Elements, viz., Sound, &c., are the product 
of Self-consciousness.! 


6. Among these, moreover, he mentions a distinction :? 


A ARARTET HAAA AHATSEATTT UAE 


Aph. 18. The eleventh, consisting of 
[the principle of] Purity, — 
from modified Self-consciousness. 


The Mind whence. 


a. The ‘eleventh,’ i.e., the completer of the eleven, viz., 
Mind, [or the ‘internal organ,’—which is not to be con+ 
founded with ‘the Great one,’ called also Intellect and 
Mind,—alone, | among the set consisting of sixteen [§ 17], 
consists of Purity; therefore it is produced from Self- 
consciousness ‘ modified,’ i.e., pure: such is the meaning. 
And hence, too, it is to be reckoned that the ten organs 
are from the Passionate Self-consciousness; and the Sub- 
tile Elements, from the Dark Self-consciousness.’ 


b. He exhibits the eleven organs :* 


'varenfeatu wefan arte. 
AIT HrafAgU: 
- ssaifa fanaatz i 
* WHAT WUARELG AA: BST- 
arraa arfeqenaraea Sqr eee AT. 
UWsNIa FIA | Was wHAaeaAcenfee- 
WU ATAMTEM TS THAT UT TATA It 


‘varenteafa etafa i 
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HA LATS CATHATATE NAT 1 92 
Aph. 19. Along with the organs of 


action and the organs of understanding 
another is the eleventh. 


Of the Organs. 


a. The organs of action are five, viz., the vocal organ, 
the hands, the feet, the anus, and the generative organ; 
and, the organs of understanding are five, those called the 
organs of sight, hearing, touch, taste, and smell. Along 
with these ten, ‘another,’ viz., Mind, is ‘the eleventh,’ i-e., 
is the eleventh organ: such is the meaning.’ 


6. He refutes the opinion that the Organs are formed of 
the Elements :? 


regia Arfratia ui 20 t 


Aph. 20. They [the organs, | are not 
formed of the Elements; because there 
is Scripture for [their] being formed of Self-consciousness. 


The Nydya view rejected. 


a. Supply ‘ the organs.’ 
6. Pondering a doubt, he says: 


HaCaT areurhaa Saya at Aa 
arafearfa a ae: arareraaTTTTENEA 
wal ween: wert AA WaTeTae 
qrenfteufAada: ti 

* sfearat Atfaaraad facracfa 0 

 sfearatfa We: 0 

‘ WIAGT2 i 
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SAATAAAATATTHTHT lt 29 


Aph, 21. The Scripture regarding 
absorption into deities is not [decla- 
ratory | of an originator. 


A text explained. 


a. That Scripture which there is about absorption into 
deities is not ‘of an originator,’ that is to say, it does not 
refer to an originator ; because [although a thing, e.g., a 
jar, when it ceases to be a jar, is usually spoken of as being 
resolved into its originator, viz., into earth, yet] we see 
the absorption of a drop of water into what, nevertheless, 
is not its originator, viz., the ground; [and such is the 
absorption into a deity from whom the Mind absorbed did 
not originally emanate]. 


6. Some say that the Mind, included among the organs, 
is eternal. He repels this :* 





1 Aniraddha has, instead of ata. Ge His comment 
js as follows: SIT arate ta “feaara | SIT- 
fort 3 weptacifa G3 wa: yaa | Tee. 
WIRY ATHAMAT YA FITU- 
ratata \ Ed. 

* SaaTe A AAA: At AAA AT- 
wrataafautaaisacerasta yet seH- 
frereataevara tt 

‘efearentad aa frafafa afad 
aarfcecta 
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agafaacaaaTEaATA U2 U 


Aph, 22. [None of the organs is 
eternal, as some hold the Mind to be ;] 
because we have Scripture for their beginning to be, and 
because we see their destruction. 


No organ eternal. 


a. All these organs, without exception, have a begin- 
ning; for the Scripture says, ‘From this are produced 
the vital air, the mind, and all the organs ;”? &c., and because 
we are certified of their destruction by the fact that, in the 
conditions of being aged, &c., the mind, also, like the sight 
and the rest, decays, &c.: such is the meaning. 


6. He rebuts the atheistical opinion that the sense [for 
example,]| is merely the set of eye-balls, [&c. ] :4 


aaiteatated arararafuera’ ti 23 0 





1 Aniruddha’s reading is acuta: aad faarwe. 
* Mundaka Upanishad, ii.,i., 3. Ed. 

‘aat aaarHafeararaafawaaan- 
SMVs UTA HA: Bafearha werfergds, 
Baas wAetafaa AaAsaTAaT- 
feat faarnfanaard: l 

‘Taasnaaateataa arfaaaaat. 
acta tt 


& This is taken from my edition, where, however, it is corrected 
in the corrigenda. See the next two notes. Ed. 


Ed. 
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Aph. 23. The Sense is supersen- 
Pre yi suous; [it being the notion | of mistaken 
persons [that the Sense exists] in [iden- 

tity with] its site. 


a. Every Sense is supersensuous, and not perceptible ; 
but only in the opinion of mistaken persons does the Sense 
exist ‘in its site,’ e.g., [Sight,] in the eye-ball, in the 
condition of identity [with the eye-ball]: such is the 
meaning. The correct reading is: [‘The sense 1s some- 
thing supersensuous ; to confound it with] the site,’ [is a 
maistake].’® 


6. He rebuts the opinion that one single Sense, through 
diversity of powers, performs various offices :° 


~AN ~ DX 
afaresta Hefaar waa Weg Nl 
Aph. 24. Moreover, a difference 
ae a arenot being established if a difference of 


powers be [conceded], there is not a 
oneness [of the organs]. 


ahey wandifed Ad veel ara 
aaa afer Tea Aare ear a: | 
afusmafada utz: 

2 The original of this shows that Vijndna emphasizes SATWOTeA 


ry os e 
as the true reading. He seems to point to 3Y RETa, which 
Aniruddha has, and, after him, Ved4nti Mahadeva. 


* paRated a 
aaa I 
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a. Kiven by the admission that a diversity of powers 
belongs to one single organ, the diversity of organs is 
established ; because the p wers are, assuredly, organs; 
therefore, there is not a singleness of organ: such is the 
meaning.’ 


6. But then [it may be said], there is something unphilo- 
sophical in supposing various kinds of organs to arise from 
one single Self-consciousness. To this he replies :? 


A RUATAC: WATTSPaT’ tt 2u I 


Aph, 25. A theoretical discordance 
Theoretical considera- + : ‘ 
tions cannot upset facts, 18 not [of any weight,| in the case of 
what is matter of ocular evidence. 


a. This is simple.‘ 


6. He tells us that, of the single leading organ, the 
Mind, the other ten are kinds of powers :5 


‘ waeratgay wfacedtansuifeg- 
ye: feeafa wataradifeaaredt Faafa- 
Peay: 

* TARA Tee Halaifaufearat wae 
Tat aratawre: | TATE tt 

® Nagesa is peculiar in having MATMCCTATA. Ed. 

" PTAA 

‘waa qVifeaay aaaisa om whR. 
eT FATE tt 
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SAAUAA AA? ll 2% tt 
Diversified operation Aph. 26. The Mind identifies itself 
of Mind. with both. 
a. That is to say: the Mind identifies itself with the 
organs of intellection and of action.” 


6. Of his own accord, he explains the meaning of the 
expression ‘ identifies itself with both :’* 


TUUTUTARTATATARART AT I 29 1 


Aph. 27. By reason of the varieties 
of transformation of [which] the Quali- 
ties [are susceptible], there is adiversity [of their product, 
the Mind,] according to circumstances. 


How this happens. 


a. As one single man supports a variety of characters, 
through the force of association,— being, through associa- 
tion with his beloved, a lover; through association with 
one indifferent, indifferent ; and, through association with 
some other, something other,—so the Mind, also, through 
association with the organ of vision, or any otber, becomes 
various, from its becoming one with the organ of vision, or 
any other; by its being [thereby] distinguished by the 
modification of seeing, or the like. The argument in sup- 
port of this is, ‘of the Qualities,’ &c.; the meaning being, 
because of the adaptability of the Qualities, Goodness, &c., 
' to varieties of transformation.‘ 


1 All the commentators but Vijndna here insert "]. Ed. 

* MagAeaaras AA Taq: ti 

' STATS aA faqarfe wi 
‘aug U4 AU AFaAV AA AAA TT- 
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4. He mentions the object of the organs of intellection 
and of action :! 


BOTETHAAT BTA: 2b 


What thecrpanedeat Aph,. 28. Of both [sets of organs the 
wrth. object is that list of things], beginning 
with Colour, and ending with the dirt of Taste. 


a. The ‘dirt’ of the tastes of food, &c., means ordure, 
&c.,* [into which the food, consisting of the quality Taste, 
&c., is partly transformed ]. 


b. Of what Soul (cndra), through what service, these 
are termed Organs (indriya), both these things he tells us :* 


centers: aufatearara tl ee i 


Fabag Teas facaasifecasaagy- 
way vd Hast wnufeaqreacreat- 
TAA atenfegfafafiecan arat stata | 
ay epiaente surat aearetat afcara- 
wey HTH EAT RATE: I 
 araradifzaartdaunre Ne 

2 Aniruddha reads, in lien of -€{@q°, -Q21°. Ea. 

Sawa Aa: attarte: 0 

‘Wa Varanasi 
AGIAATE I 
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. Aph, 29. The being the seer, &c., 
Pat one belongs to the Soul; the instrumen- 
tality belongs to the Organs. 


a. For, as a king, even without himself energizing, be- 
comes a warrior through his instrument, his army, by 
directing this by orders simply, so the Soul, though 
quiescent, through all the organs, of vision, &c., becomes 
a seer, a speaker, and a judger, and the lke, merely 
through the proximity called ‘Conjunction ;’ because it 
moves these, as the lodestone! [does the iron, without 
exerting any effort |. 


b. Now he mentions the special modifications of the 
triad of internal organs :? 


FUT TATHATT lt 30 


Aph. 30. Of the three [internal 
‘ge, fe ‘he organs] there is a diversity among 
themselves. 





‘am fe Aus: aRafhaararsts 
SQA ACU AST AARTATATAT Acara- 
war acenrsth qermarrafanaracer 
aa dacafaat Waaarferafa qarea- 
maaan agi Waserarafaa- 
feta tt 

> SCTAAT: HCUAASTATN TUF a We i 
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a. The aspect of Intellect is attention! ; of Self-conscious- 
ness, conceit [of personality]; of the Mind, decision and 
doubt.’ 


b. Ile mentions, also, a common aspect of the three:* 


ATATURTUALA: WITT AAA: VT tt 39 


Aph. 31. The five airs, viz., Breath, 
haract ee a: 
fo ene eter common —-&o,, are the modification, in common, of 
the [three internal] instruments. 


a. That is to say: the five, in the shape of Breath, &c., 
which are familiarly known as ‘airs’, because of their cir- 
culating as the air does, these [animal spirits] are the 
joint or common ‘ modification,’ or kinds of altered form, 


‘of the instruments,’ i.e, of the triad of internal instru- 
ments.‘ 


b. The opinion is not ours, as it is that of the Vaiseshi- 


1 Adhyavasdya, rendered ‘ascertainment’ and ‘judgment’ at 
pp. 156 and 196, supra. Also see the Rational Refutation, &c., 
p. 46. Ad. 


* TSqPACATATASHTATATSEMTCR GA 
wafanedt aaa zfa | 
* TATAT STUTLAT ATARI It 


‘ pranfemuat: eq SATYAM ATT TTA F 
fasta araren arial arcades: aT 
uqae afa: uftaradar zara: i 
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kas, that the modifications of the organs take place succes- 
sively only, and not simultaneously. So he says: ? 


MANISHAT A CAAA: Wl 32 t 


. Aph, 32. The modifications of the 
Pape ee dhe I organs take place both successively and 
simultaneously. 


a. This is simple.’ 


6. Lumping the modifications of the understanding, with 
a view to showing how they are the cause of the world, he, 
in the first place, exhibits [them] :* 


aaa: wera: faeries’ ul 33 1 
Aph. 33. The modifications [of the 


understanding, which are to be shown 
to be the cause of the world, and] 
which are of five kinds, are[some of them,] painful and 
fothers,] not painful. 


The ideas which con- 
stitute the world. 


' aafgararfaarata ara faaat afz- 
feuata: mate vate HACaTE | 

" PTAA tt 

‘faau afeqet: darcferaamnfa- 
ureaTaater ovata it 


4 Literally the same words are found in the Yoga Aphorisms, 
Book I.,§ 5. Hd. 
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a. That the modifications are of five sorts is declared by 
Patanjali’s aphorism,' [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book I., § 67]. 


6. He acquaints [us] with the nature of Soul :5 


AAZAATITATATTT: TART: tl 3B lt 


Aph. 34. On the cessation thereof 
[viz., of mundane influences], its tinc- 
ture‘ ceasing, it [Soul,] abides in itself. 


Soul’s relation thereto. 


a. That is to say: during the state of repose of these 
modifications, it [the Soul], the reflexion of these having 
ceased, is abiding in itself; being, at other times, also, as it 
were, in isolation, [though seemingly not so]. And to this 
effect there is a triad of Aphorisms of the Yoga,‘ [viz., Book 
I., $$ 2, 3, and 4°]. 


 aetat Waa UTM 
2 Namely : rarafaadafaacafagreyaa: | 


‘Evidence, misprision, chimera, unconsciousness, memory.’ Ed. 
Tene SEY ufcaraata i 
4 Te, ‘influence’, as in Aph. 15, at p. 198, supra. Ed. 
arial qaiat facraentat wtraamta- 
fea: cen vafa Basa zarserdtay: | 
aa FT APTETTAA 
: aifearaatataay: | ‘Concentration (yoga) is 


the hindering of the modifications of the thinking principle” (QT 


: ‘Then [i.e, at the time of Con- 
oe CRUSARTNAA | en [i.e at the time of Con 
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b. We explains this by an illustration: ! 


Haase ATU: Ww 3y i 


Aph. 35. And as [bv] a flower, the 


This tllustrated. 
gem. 


a, The ‘and’ implies that this is the reason [of what was 
asserted in the preceding aphorism|; the meaning being, 
as the gem [is tinged, apparently,| by a flower. As the 
gem called rock-crystal, by reason of a flower of the Hi- 
biscus, becomes red, not abiding in its own state, and, 
on the removal thereof, becomes colourless, abiding in its 
own state, in like manner? [is the Soul apparently tinged 
by the adjunction of the Qualities]. 


b. But then [it may be asked], by whose effort does the 
ageregate of the organs come into operation; since Soul 
is motionless, and since it is denied® that there is any 


Lord [or Demiurgus|? To this he replies :* 


centration,] it [the Soul,] abides in the form of the spectator [without 


a spectacle ].’ afaareataats | ‘At other times [than 


that of Concentration] it [the Soul,] is in the same form as the 
modifications [of the internal organ].’ Dr. Ballantyne’s translation 
is here quoted. Ld. 


' waes geraa faqarta tt 

antl Fat HAR Afaftaa: | 7a 
auragaa wafer taser wafa 
afagar a wT: Se vafa cafe tl 


3 ‘ Demurred to’ is preferable. Vide supra, p.112. Ed. 


‘aa al Waa RUA Wadat We 
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URATY ALUTRATSATETATATA It 3% 


Aph. 36. The Organs also arise, for 
What moves the Organs the sake of Soul, from the development 
to operate, 
of desert. 


a. The meaning is, that, just as Nature energizes ‘for the 
sake of Soul,’ so ‘the Organs also arise;’ i. e., the ener- 
gizing of the Organs is just in consequence of the develop- 
ment of the deserts of the Soul: [see Yoga Aphorisms, 
Book II., § 13. 6.]. And the desert belongs entirely to 
the investment ;' [the Soul not really possessing either 
merit or demerit]. 


6. He mentions an instance of a thing’s spontaneously 
energizing for the sake of another:? 


Get Taras 39 i 
An illustration, Aph. 37. As the cow for the calf. 


a. As the cow, for the sake of the calf, quite sponta- 
neously secretes milk, and awaits no other effort, just so, for 
the sake of the master, Soul, the Organs energize quite 
spontaneously: such is the meaning. And it 1s seen, that, 


wy award y ufafrecrfeta 
aate tl 

‘ PATAA AAA RATS HCUTRA: BCUTA 
vafacta qeargerfiraata wadtay: | 
WEE PMU 

* UU Aa: LAAT GVPAATE tt 
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out of profound sleep, the understanding of its own accord 
wakes up.’ 


6. With reference to the question, how many Organs 
there are, external and internal combined, he says :? 


O ~ ~, 
BCU “ATENTAUAAPATATA tl 3b 
The number of the Aph. 38. Organ is of thirteen sorts, 
ngs: through division of the subordinates. 


a. The triad of internal organs, and the ten external 
organs, combined, are thirteen. He says ‘sorts,’ in order 
to declare that, of these, moreover, there is an infinity, 
through [their] distinction into individuals. He says 
‘through division of the subordinates,’ with a reference to 
the fact, that it is wnderstanding which is the principal 
organ ; the meaning being, because the organs [or func- 
tions,| of the single organ, called understanding, are more 
than one.‘ 


‘Fa aay wa: waaa alt aatfa 
ar waAaNd cata carifaa: wea Fd 
aang aft waded ers | gad 4 
aaNTrEqany Feaaratate 

 arapaattataar fata acute. 
ATATATATE 


8 The reading of Vedfnti Mahadeva, and of him alone, is 


warenfad aaa. zu. 
‘MTV AUTY eT TeaAtUthasy fafarat 
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6. But then, since understanding [it seems, | alone is the 
principal instrument in furnishing its object [of emanci- 
pation] to Soul, and the instrumentality of the others is 
secondary, in this case what is [meant by] secondariness ?' 
[Why are they said to be instrumental at al/?] In regard 
to this he says :* 


SPeay AUAAAT TCA TASTTAT Ut 3e tt 


. Aph. 39, Because the quality of 
a se being most efficient is conjoined with 
the organs; as in the case of an axe. 


a. The quality of the [principal] organ, the understand- 
ing, in the shape of being most efficient on behalf of 
soul, exists, derivatively, in the [other derivative] organs. 
Therefore it is made out that an organ is of thirteen 
kinds: such is the connexion with the preceding 
aphorism.° 


Valen avaty ataearr ofaarefad 
faufeaaa | afeta aeq acorn: 
aaTRRATA aR FATRAATU 
AUT AAAI: 


1 Instead of ‘in this case,’ &c., read, ‘what is the character of 
these [i.e., organs]?’ Hd. 


aq afata WRdsdeAtararaRy ATU. 
AAT AAU Ta aT A TT BWTAt- 
Garare i 

sheay GRaTaATATANET: ACU 
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b. ‘Asin the case of an axe.’ As, although the blow 
‘itself, since it is this that puts an end to our non-posses- 
sion of the result, is the principal efficient in the cutting, 
yet the axe, also, is an efficient, because of its close prox- 
imity to the quality of being the principal efficient, so [here, 
also|: such is the meaning. He does not here say that 
Self-consciousness is secondarily efficient, meaning to imply 
that it is one with the internal organ.’ 


ce. Specifying the precise state of the case in regard to 
the condition of secondary and principal, he says :? 


Gal: WUT AAT ATHARATTG ll Yo tt 


Aph. 40. Among the two [the ex- 
of Mind ey ternal and the internal organs], the 
principal is Mind ; just as, in the world, 

among troops of dependants. 


a. ‘ Among the two,’ viz., the external and the internal, 
‘Mind,’ i. e., understanding, simply, is ‘ the principal,’ Le., 





gana: utararfe | weTaarenfay ara- 
Rua fa Wasa: 

‘aarafefa | war waTaPTarahara- 
aa renee facet aeaacadsfy we. 
CANATUAN AU TT- 
WY | WAV AUA aang eae TMH 
WATUAAT ATHA 

‘TaaeMTs Bae fafa i 
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chief ; in short, is the immediate cause; because it is that 
which furnishes Soul with its end; just as, among troops 
of dependants, some one single person is the prime minister 
of the king; and the others, governors of towns, &c., are 
his subordinates: such is the meaning.’ 


b. Here the word ‘Mind’ does not mean the third 


internal organ,” [(§ 30. a.) but Intellect, or ‘the Great 
One.’ | 


c. He tells, in three aphorisms, the reasons why Intel- 
lect [or understanding] is the principal :° 


MA AATA Wt 84 


Aph. 41. [And Intellect is the prin- 
A reason why Under- ° ‘ ‘ : ; 
landing iethe wrtueial: cipal, or immediate and direct, efficient 


in Soul’s emancipation ;] because there 
is no wandering away. 


a. That is to say: because it [understanding,]| per- 


 qaTaaTATaT aA Hat seta wae 
aw aTeTATU ATA ATAT RA SMAAUH- 
FaTerar yaa Ay afaza STAT Ta: 
MUTA Aq A aAgIasTAAT ATATA- 
Meagan: 

RT ATI A AAA ATTA 

qe: Daa Faas Fafa: aa: 


rN 
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vades all the organs; or because there is no result apart 
from it.’ 
~ ° 
TUTTLE Ul Be I 


Aph. 42. So, too, because it [the 
understanding, | is the depository of all 
self-continuant impressions. 


Another reason. 


a. Understanding alone is the depository of all self- 
continuant impressions, and not the Sight, &c., or Self- 
consciousness, or the Mind; else it could not happen that 
things formerly seen, and heard, &c., would be remembered 
by the blind, and deaf, &c.? 


CAATTATATS Ut 83 tt 


Aph. 43, And because we infer this 
Another reason. [its preeminence] by reason of its 
meditating. 


a. That is to say: and because we infer its preeminence, 
‘by reason of its meditating,’ i.e., its modification in the 
shape of meditation. For the modification of thought 
called ‘ meditation ’ 1s the noblest of all the modifications 
[incident to Soul, or pure Thought, whose blessedness, or 
state of emancipation, it is to have no modification at all] ; 
and the Understanding itself, which, as being the deposi- 
tory thereof, is, further, named Thought [chitta, from the 





 adacmaqraararaaniarhiraceerel: tl 
 FRCTSMHSRNNTAT A WET: 


TeHITAAATAT wageegareydrara firzt- 
fea: caruraaua: | 
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same root as chinté'], is nobler than the organs whose 
modifications are other than this: such is the meaning.” 


6. But then, suppose that the modification ‘ meditation ” 
belongs only to the Soul, [suggests some one]. To this he 
replies : 


Maa CTA: Wt 88 ti 


Nicdvidtisinstessens Aph. 44. It cannot be of its own 
tral to Soul, nature. 


a. That is to say: meditation cannot belong to Soul 
essentially ; because of the immobility* [of Soul; whereas 
‘meditation ’ is an effort]. 


4. But then, if thus the preeminence belongs to under- 
standing alone, how was it said before [at § 26,| that it 1s 
the Mind that takes the nature of both [sets of organs, in 


1 The two words are, respectively, from chit and chint, which are 
cognate. Ld. 


* AAT PARARIAT FT ATTRA ATATAT- 
way: | faarafate wrareat aaah: 
wel dersaaart a faarararat afata 
ARTUAAHATMY TAT: Ut 

aa Pararafa: ceeerarey | aaTE I 

‘ea: Team wafaat aaracaarte- 
ray: 
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apparent contradiction to the view propounded at § 39] ? 
To this he replies :! 


saTaferant TUT a: fafa TAT su Ul 


Aph. 45. The condition [as regards 
An organ may be,re- Soul’s instruments,| of secondary and 
latively, principal, or igo ey ; ; 
secondary. principal is relative; because of the 
difference of function. 


a. In respect to the difference of function, the condition, 
as secondary, or principal, of the instruments [of Soul] is 
relative. In the operations of the Sight, &c., the Mind is 
principal; and, in the operation of the Mind, Self-con- 
sciousness, and, in the operation of Self-consciousness, 
Intellect, is principal® [or precedent]. 


b. But then, what is the cause of this arrangement ; 
viz., that, of this [or that] Soul, this Jor that] Intellect, 
alone, and not another Intellect, is the instrument? With 
reference to this, he says:° 


‘wad Tata UIT a AAA TAATH- 
aed UPTHA | TATE It 

 fearfare ofa acarararaferanr zTU- 
mura: | warfesranta Aa: WTA 
AATAITT VWeaAIseMTATITT @ ate: 
TTA tt 

* ay Teas ACT ATA A FRIAT- 
faad caer fafafatfeaaragrarne | 
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AHA AAATACAAMT SET ATaHAT ll Be I 


Aph. 46. The energizing [of this or 

PRE i reapsashe that Intellect] 1s for the sake of this 

[or that Soul]; because of [its] having 

been purchased by the works [or deserts] of this [or that 
Soul]; just as in the world. 


a. The meaning is, that, ‘the energizing,’ ie., all 
operation, of the instrument is for the sake of this [or that] 
Soul; because of [its] having been purchased by this [or 
that] Soul’s works [or deserts]; just as in the world. As, 
in the world [or in ordinary affairs], whatever axe, or the 
like, has been purchased by the act, e.g., of buying, by 
whatever man, the operation of that [axe, or the like], 
such as cleaving, is only for the sake of that man [who 
purchased it]: such is the meaning. The import is, that 
therefrom is the distributive allotment of instruments? 
[inquired about under § 49. 4.] 


b, Although there is no act in Soul, because it is im- 


1 Nagega differs from all the other commentators in reading 


gata Get. zu. 

* ATR THAAATATUS TA RATYAH- 
Jet TAMA Hata AlHaferry: | qa 
aa VA THAT HATHA AAT a: Fae 
feUETIAs ae Faerfearany Tay: | 
Vas AUTfa ATT: tt 
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movable, still, since it is the means of Soul’s experience, it 
is called the act of Soul; just like the victories, &c., of a 
king [which are, really, the acts of his servants|; because 
of Soul’s being the owner! [of the results of acts; as the 
king is of the results of the actions of his troops]. 


c. In order to make clear the chiefship of Intellect, he 
sums up,’ [as follows] : 


aAAaRAATT TE! OTT sTaHAaT- 
AA ti 89 tk 


Aph. 47. Admitting that they [the 
various instruments of Soul, all] equally 
act, the preeminence belongs to Intellect ; just as in the 
world, just as in the world. 


Summing up. 


a. Although the action of all the instruments is the 
same, in being for the sake of Soul, still the preeminence 
belongs to Intellect alone: just as in the world. The 
meaning is, because it is just as the preeminence, in the 
world, belongs tu the prime minister, among the rulers or 
towns, and the rest, even although there be no difference 
so far as regards their being [all alike workers] for the 
sake of the king. Therefore,in all the Institutes, Intellect 
alone is celebrated as ‘the Great One.’ The repetition 


 wefy aeaaar wea ae afer aurfa 
qearranada Werantaaty WaT F- 
ufeaeq TRE Sara 

ge: meet Wactadaadecta | 
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[viz., ‘just as in the world, just as in the world,’] implies 
the completion of the Book.! 


b. So much for [this abstract of] the Second Book, on 
the Products of Nature, in the commentary, on Kapila’s 
Declaration of the Sankhya, composed by the venerable 
Vijnana Acharya.’ 


‘aefa geadaa aAaTa Va Baa aT- 
UAT ATATTATAIY FStq UTUTS THAT | 
aa fe TaTaarattavasty aranaagntag 
aa atau: are aafeas: | wa wa 
afeta aerfafa aaa titaa efa | af- 
TWRATAAATAT Il 

ofa aifaarararafafad arfasaray- 
Wades ATS DyTaarararar fadta: tt 


END OF BOOK II. 
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BOOK III. 


cleat eccrine 


a. In the next place, the gross product of Nature, viz., 
the great elements and the dyad of bodies, is to be 
described ; and, after that, the going into various wombs, 
and the like; [this description being given] with a view 
to that less perfect degree of dispassionateness which is the 
cause of one’s engaging upon the means of knowledge ; 
and, after that, with a view to perfect freedom from 
passion, all the means of knowledge are to be told: so the 
‘Third [Book] commences :? 


afanarfenarret: i 


Aph. 1. The origination of the diver- 
sified [world of sense] is from that 
which has no difference. 


The elements whence. 


a. ‘[Which] has no difference,’ i.e., that in which there 
exists not a distinction, in the shape of calmness, fierceness, 
dulness, &c., viz., the Subtile Elements, called ‘the five 
somethings, simply ;’ from this [set of five] is the origina- 





‘fa: Ut BUTS weatd Beara 
woraa 4 aaa aay fafauafanareat 
MACULATA Ta: UTa- 
waa waawartaata qananatfa 
ATATATTAA: 
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tion of ‘the diversified,’ [so called] from their possessing 
a difference, in the shape of the calm, &c., viz., the gross, 
the great Elements: such isthe meaning. For, the fact 
of consisting of pleasure, or the like, in the shape of the 
calm, and the rest, is manifested, in the degrees of greater, 
and less, &c., in the gross Elements only, not in the 
Subtile ; because these, since they have but the one form 
of the calm, are manifest to the concentrated,! | practitioners 
of meditation, but to no others]. 


b. So then, having stated, by composing the precediug 
Book, the origin of the twenty-three Principles, he states 
the origination, theretrom, of the dyad of bodies :* 


ATATAUITET tl 2 1 


The Body whence. Aph. 2. Therefrom, of the Body. 


a. ‘ Therefrom,’ 1.e., from the twenty-three Principles, 


‘arta fara: wTATaTASTeRaT Aa 
MafaTal ACA WAPATS ATATST- 
arfeautanaageds fanart Barat Ae 
NATATATA FAA: | Wares fe w- 
ATfeaat wyeIaeas aTcaanfefactaay- 
Ta a aes aa TaHeaaas Urfitesfi- 
Qaida it 

* aed UdreaaATEY qarfaufadesar- 
AUTH ATHTAUTEATUAATE 


Q 


226 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


there is the origination of the pair of Bodies, the Gross 
[ Body] and the Subtile: such is the meaning.’ 


6. Now he proves that mundane existence could not be 
accounted for otherwise than on the ground of the twenty- 
three Principles :° 


aararrrara: | 3 u 


Aph. 8. From the seed thereof is 


Mundane existence mundane existence. 
whence. 


a. ‘Thereof, te. of the Body; 
‘from the seed,’ i.e., from the Subtile one, as its cause, in 
the shape of the twenty-three Principles, is ‘mundane 
existence,’ i.e., do the going and coming of Soul take 
place ; for it is impossible that, of itself, there should be a 
going, &c., of that which, in virtue of [its] all-pervading- 
ness, 1s immovable: such is the meaning. For Soul, 
being conditioned by the twenty-three Principles, only by 
means of that investment migrates from Body to Body, 
with a view to experiencing the fruits of previous works.® 


A te errr in ae Rt RAS AAMT Sapna pe nae nee lente ath rn ome 


' ARAT Aaa Vita AMAA TUTE a- 
WTR FAT: Il 

 aofa safanfaaed darreraqraaats 
TaTuata i 

ae wee staraartantaawaeany- 
Tea: wea ayfataritd wad: az- 
way fataa eat araradearfead: | 
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b. He states, also, the limit of mundane existence :! 


Mifaaara VAAATAPTTATATA 8 


Aph. 4. And, till there is discrimina- 
tion, there is the energizing of these, 
which have no differences. 


Mundane existence till 
when. 


a. The meaning is, that, of all Souls whatever, void of 
the differences of being Lord, or not Lord, &c., [though, 
seemingly, possessed of such differences,| ‘energizing,’ 
1.€., mundane existence, is inevitable, even till there is 
discrimination [of Soul from its seeming investments] ; 
and it does not continue after that. 


6. He states the reason of this :° 


BUATTNTeaTST 4 


Aph. 5. Because of [the necessity of] 


The reason of this. ‘ ; 
ba cc the other’s experiencing. 


a. The meaning is: because of the necessity that the 





aarfanfaaasafeadt fe TERT aTaT 
UAT TARAHAATTY Cates Hazta | 

‘ dadcafUAUTE I 

* Saruraiararferanetigdial aaaraa 
uai faaandana vada dafacrawait 
faaarat a A aera: | 


* aa Saale it 


228 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


other, i.e., that that very [Soul], which does not discri- 
minate, should experience the fruit of its own [reputed] 
acts.! 


6b, He states, that, even while there is a Body, during 
the time of mundane existence, fruition [really] is not:” 


ata uftaar qnara tl & 0 


Soul's bondage only Apa. 6. It [Soul,] is now quite free 
seemtny. rom both. 


a. ‘Now,’ i.e., during the time of mundane existence, 
Soul is quite free ‘from both,’1.e., from the pairs, viz., 
cold and heat, pleasure and pain, &c.: such is the meaning.’ 


6. He next proceeds to describe, separately, the dyad of 
Bodies :5 


Arattags Tast VTA TATA TAT NG 
a ee ee Aph. 7. The Gross [Body] usually 


Suitile Bodies ditine arises from father and mother; the 
quuned, other one is not so. 


‘ ereafastan wa efiaaaaasrira- 
waaay: 

* Seaasta defeat anit areftere tt 

3 Aniruddha has OTAEQRAY, and comments accordingly. Ea. 

‘auf dafaata weet eat ware. 
aaqarfeaa: ultra waders: i 

wa: ut witeed fafa qaquRAT I 
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a. The Gross one arises from father and mother, ‘ usually,’ 
1.e., for the most part ; for there is mention also of a Gross 
Body not born of a womb: and ‘the other,’ i.e., the Subtile 
Body, is ‘not so,’ 1.e., does not arise from a father and 
mother; because ¢¢ arises from creation, &c.: such is the 
meaning.’ 


6. He decides [the question], through disguise by which 
one of the Bodies, Gross and Subtile, the conjunction of the 
pairs ‘pleasure and pain, &c.,] with Soul takes place.’ 


TATA AAA ae APTA AAT Ut It 


Aph. 8. To that which arose antece- 
Which of the bodies ° 
is the cause of Soul's dently it belongs to be that whose result 
bondage. is this; because it is to the one that 
there belongs fruition, not to the other. 


a. ‘To be that whose result is this,’ i.e., to have pleasure 
and pain as its effect [reflected in Soul], belongs to that 
Subtile Body alone whose origin was ‘ antecedent,’ i.e., at 
the commencement of the creation [or annus magnus]. 
Why? Because the fruition of what is called pleasure and 
pain belongs only to ‘ the one,’ 1. e., the Subtile Body, but 
not to ‘ the other,’ 1.¢., the Gross Body; because all are 


‘wet Arafat wrant areetararta- 
wate waniivy wuts weaAry- 
Ww A am a Mafaqa wigan 
fea: it 

* PARAM Ta Tae frais: Tea 
TAP TACAULA Il 
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agreed that there is neither pleasure nor pain, &c., in a 
body of earth: such is the meaning.' 


6. He tells the nature of the Subtile Body just mentioned :? 


BNNs TSU ON 


The Subtile Body how Aph. 9. The seventeen, as one, are the 
constituted. Subtile Body. 


a, The Subtile Body, further, through its being container 
and contained, is twofold. Here the seventeen, [presently 
mentioned,| mingled, are the Subtile Body; and that, at 
the beginning of a creation, is but one, in the shape of an 
aggregate; [as the forest, the aggregate of many trees, 1s 
but one]: such is the meaning. The seventeen are the 
eleven organs, the five Subtile Elements, and Understand- 
ing. Self-consciousness is included under Understanding.* 


‘ ga atrerquiaaa faq aaa 
AHA AISEAMAAITA | At! CHA 
faqeeay aaemenimataaw ey 
AMA AAV HUSAIN AATH- 
ariferry: 

SRS TATU SRIATE | 

RMU AaTTaaatag fefad w- 
fal aa anex fataart ferauiit aa 
ae aafveqanaa wvadiery: | wa- 
entearfa oa earaifu sfeafa aren 
REACA FETAATAATA: I 
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6. But fone may ask,] if the Subtile Body be ove, 
how can there be diverse experiences accordingly as Souls 
are [numerically] distinct, [one from another]? To this 
he replies ;! 


ee < ba 
afar: BAfaTaTT qo tl 
How there come tobe Aph. 10. There is distinction of indi- 
ae OHRUS: viduals, through diversity of desert. 


a, Although, at the beginning of the creation [or annus 
magnus], there was but one Subtile Body, in the shape of 
that investment [of Soul (see Vedénta-saéra, § 62,) named | 
Miranyagarbha, still, subsequently, moreover, there becomes 
a division of it into individuals,—a plurality, partitively, in 
the shape of individuals ;—-as, at present, there is, of the 
one Subtile Body of a father, a plurality, partitively, in 
the shape of the Subtile Body of son, daughter, &c. He 
tells the cause of this, saying, ‘ through diversity of desert ;’ 
meaning, through actions, &c., which are causes of the 
experiences of other animal souls.” * 


aa fry Wea afe aa veaea faar- 
BUT AMT: HAs | TATE | 

sata aie: fecaprinifireiaaara 
fers auta aa uarifaaa uafaenui- 
Tal aaa vafa aertaae fua- 
fase2a aamanal vata arate. 
fasezena | ay ATUAI qafqaarte a 
HATATUT ATeTaHA erway: 


3 see, for another rendering, the Rutional Refutation, &.,p.36. Ed. 
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6. But then, on this showing, since the Subtile one alone, 
from its being the site of fruition, is [what ought to be de- 
noted by the term] Body, how is the term Body applied 
to the Gross one P To this he replies :’ 


aefrerarad ef aeteraare: 99 tt 


Aph. 11. From its being applied to 
#3 nia bee Body it, [viz., to the Subtile one], it is ap- 
plied to the Body, which is the taber- 

nacle of the abiding thereof. 


a. But then, what proof is there of another body,—other 
than the one consisting of the six sleaths,—serving as a 
tabernacle for the Subtile Body? With reference to this, 
he says :* 


a Grawaraed wrarataaraa ti 92 


Aph. 12. Not independently [can 


The Subtile Body de- : . 
ended Gh he Chins the Subtile Body exist], without that 


Body. [Gross Body]; just like a shadow and 
a picture. 


a. That is to say: the Subtile Body does not stand inde- 
pendently, ‘without that,’ 1.e, without a support; as a 
shadow, or as a picture, does not stand without a support. 
And so, having abandoned a Gross Body, in order to go 


‘aad Anraanaa faa wits 
Wet HA WUTaTaART: | TATE tt 

aa ugifwanrfatta faqudhofire4ra- 
AAT ATTA fa WATUAATATATATATE 
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to another world, it is settled that the Subtile Body takes 
another body, to serve as its tabernacle: such is the import.’ 


b. But then [it may be said], of the Subtile Body, since 
it is limited substance, as the Air, or the like, let the Lther 
[or Space], without [its] being attached [to anything], be 
the site: it is purposeless to suppose [its] attachment to 
anything else. To this he replies :’ 


adafa a agraarimactwad tt 43 I 


Aph. 13. No, even though it be 
For it must hare a os . . ue 
sialeral supaore limited; because of [its] association 
with masses; just like the sun. 


a. Though it be limited, it does not abide independently, 
without association ; for, since, just like the sun, it consists 
of light, it is inferred to be associated with a mass: such 1s 
the meaning. All lights, the sun and the rest, are seen only 
under the circumstances of association [of the luminiferous 
imponderable] with earthy substances; and the Subtile Body 


‘afagwit acdsfrerd faa eara- 
ara fafa am arat fauura a fasta 
qatar faafarery: | Ta a Maes WaT 
MIATATTAATY ferHeeVATUT TA WATTAL 
fawmaita ara: 

aa Aageraat arqetza fayera- 
VWaTAGAUISe WATT AAaATA- 
fafa | aatz i 


234 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


consists of ‘ Purity,’ which is Light: therefore it must be 
associated with the EKlements.! 


b. He determines the magnitude of the Subtile Body?’ 


e 2 " S18 E 
Ua arafayd:? ue I 
Size of the Subtile Aph. 14. It is of atomic magnitude ; 
Bod 


ody. for there is a Scripture for its acting. 


a. ‘It,’ the Subtile Body, is ‘of atomic magnitude,’ 1. e., 
limited, but not absolutely an atom ; because it is declared 
tohave parts. Wherefore? ‘For there is Scripture for its 
acting ;’ i. e., because there is Scripture about its acting. 
When a thing is all-prevading, it cannot act ; [action being 
motion]. But the proper reading is, ‘because there is 
Scripture for its moving.’* 


' Hansta a Sraeareaqaaraana B- 
AUT TACIT AHIAAATTATA TATA: | 
qardtfa aarfu axifa urftagaragaar- 
afwata sad faq FT aaRaTTATA | 
aa yaagatafa i 


* fargea ufvaranqurrata i 


3 The reading anata, on which Vijndna remarks, is 
accepted by N&gesa. 
Aniruddha is singular in here inserting, as an Aphorism : 


~arararasy wafad efa i zz. 
‘afaqaquican uftfad aaa: 


be. 
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b, He states another argument for its being limited :' 


aAeAAAAATA Woy tt 


Another proof of this Aph. Ib. And because there is Scrip- 
ture for its being formed of food. 


a. That is to say: it, viz., the Subtile Body, cannot be 
all-pervading; because there is a Scripture for its being 
partially formed of food; for, if it were all-prevading, it 
would be eternal. Although Mind, &c., are not formed of 
the Elements, still it is to be understood that they are 
spoken of as formed of food, &c.; because they are filled with 
homogeneous particles, through contact with food ;* [as 
the light of a lamp is supplied by contact with the oil]. 


b. For what purpose is the mundane existence, the 
migrating from one body to another [Gross] body, of Sub- 


+ nario ae 


ata araaagaeararatd | a | Blaze: 
feat: | fata afa feat a wrafat 
anfawatifa ulsed aAtata: tt 

Ufa GATATE It 

2 Nigesa has the reading SYeq° . Ed. 

3 Aniruddha and NageSa omit the word _q . Ea. 

‘am fayaaerasamaraada fa- 
wa aadifa fais ata famaTaattae: | 
aata aaa a difaata auras 
CAAA ATALU SAA AAT ETARTL ATA: It 
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tile Bodies, which are unintelligent 2 With reference to 
this, he says:! 


uae dafafetqrat araTagral: 9% 


| Aph. 16. The mundane existence of 
es hi Subtile Body Subtile Bodies is for the sake of Soul; 
just like a king’s cooks. 


a. That is to say: as the cooks of a king frequent the 
kitchens for the sake of the king, so the Subtile Bodies 
transmigrate for the sake of Soul.’ 


6. The Subtile Body has been discussed in respect of all 
its peculiarities. He now likewise discusses the Gross 
Body, also :° 


URfaal Sz! N99 Ul 


The Gross Body Aph. 17, The Body consists of the 
nee five elements. 


‘sraaarai faarat fart dafadere- 
QIVATAAIL FRITTSTATATE I 

* BUT UT: AUR UTALTAT FATT 
ward aa faquitcrat dafa: qeary- 
faa: 

‘ faquiiarafanadt frarftaa | =- 
erat eqaaticata aan faarcafa i 
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a. That is to say: the Body is a modification of the five 
elements mingled.! 


6. He mentions another opinion :? 


aTqifarataaa ot 0 


Aph, 18. Some say it consists of four 


Another opinion. 
elements. 


a. This [is alleged] with the import that the Ether does 
not originate’ [anything]. 


Vatifanawae 92 i 


ye ee Aph. 19. Others say that it consists 
of one element. 


a. The import is, that the body is of Earth only, and the 
other elements are merely supporters. Or ‘of one element’ 
means, of one or other element :> [see the Rosicrucian doc- 
trine in the Tarka-sangraha, §13., &]. 


‘usar vara fateaiat ufcarat ez 
ZUa 

* AATACATE It 

> MATA HAA AaSA It 

4 Ono of my MSS. of Aniruddha omits the word Sfq. Ed. 

‘afdaaa wits a yaradEH- 

HAUAUa ATA: | Wa Jainfaanaait. 
faafaaa: tt 
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b. He tells us what is proved by the fact that the Body 
consists of the Elements :* 


a aifafaa Va AAATSE: i 20 


Aph, 20. Intellect is not natural [a 
a Le ann nee natural result of organization]; because 
it is not found in them severally. 


a. That is to say: since we do not find intellect in the 
separated Klements, intellect is not natural to the Body,— 
which consists of the Elements,—but is adventitious.’ 


b. He states another refutation® [of the notion that 
Intellect is a property of the Body]: 


WOAATUTAAT AY ll 29 It 


Aph, 21. And [if the Body had in- 
tellect’ natural to it,| there would not 
be the death, &c., of anything. 


A further argument. 


a. That is to say : and, if the Body had intellect natural 
to it, there would not be the death, the profound sleep, «c., 
‘of anything,’ of all things. For death, profound sleep, 
&c., imply the body’s bene non-intelligent ; and this, if 
it were, by its own nature, intelligent, would not take 





@zen aifaaaa afeata dere tt 
wade quads VAMMATHT TAT 2 - 
2m 4 ” era hay aaa f& wtarfita 


farra: il 
> QTURIMACTAE tl 
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place ; because the essential nature of a thing’ remains as 
long as the thing remains,! 


6. Pondering a doubt, as to the assertion [in § 20], viz., 
‘because it is not found in them severally,’ he repels it 


ASTPARAMUAR MCS AIA AGHA |W VM 


Aph. 22. If [you say that Intellect 

An illustrative objec- . ; ‘ 

Hie dianecdor results from organization, and that] it 

is like the power of something intoxi- 

eating, [the ingredients of which, separately, have no 

intoxicating power, we reply, that] this might arise, on 

conjunction, if we had seen, in each (element, something 
conducive to the result]. 


a. But then, as an intoxicating power, though not 
residing in the substances severally, resides in the mixed 
substance, so may Intellect, also, be; if any one say this, 
itis not so. If it had been seen in each [constituent], its 
appearance in the compound might have had place; but, in 
the case in question, it is not the cause that 1t 1s seen in each. 


WU HAMA ATUAGNUTTATTS e- 
ea capifandad afa anfeag: | Ar 
wasnafes fe Cedar AT A TAT- 
faguad afa aac Baas aragay- 
a fartteta i 

 paareetiia aaa AATARY atzecha it 

3 Aniruddha and Vedénti Mabédeva read QUERIES 


Kd. 
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Therefore, in the illustration [of something intoxicating 
resulting from mixture], it being established, by the In- 
stitutes, &c., that there is, in each ingredient, a subtile 
tendency to intoxicate, it is settled only that, at the time 
when these combine, there will be a manifestation of the 
[latent] power of intoxicating; but, in the thing illustrated, 
it is not established, by any proof whatsoever, that there is 
intelligence, in a subtile [or undeveloped] state, in the 
elements separately : such is the meaning.! 


6. It was stated [$ 16,] that the Subtile Bodies trans- 
migrate for the sake of Soul. In regard to this, he tells, in 
two aphorisins, by what operation, dependent on the birth 
of the Subtile Bodies, which means their transmigrations 
into Gross Bodies, what aims of Soul are accomplished :? 


a eed 


aa TUT area The: MaaTatacty 
fatwaca ada va Aavuata eafeta Fa 
vaautie afa ated aqwa: wramad 
q naaateed aft | wat serd wes 
wrefett: qenaa Area fas dzayra- 
aia areaatfasraart fafa ererfaa 
q raMite waa A aahy wATTA 
aad faataay: i 

* geared dgfafeigrrmaar | a fa. 
Hat PRCA AUT AAT Bt A: TeIay 
aq aa ara fata ae Garaya i 


BOOK Ill., APH. 24. 241 


QATAR 23 


Purpose of the Subtile Aph. 23. From knowledge {acquired 
Body's taking « gross during mundane existence, comes] sal- 
vation, [Soul’s chief end]. 


a. That is to say: by the transmigration of the Subtile 
Body, through birth, there takes place the direct operation 
of discrimination [between Soul and Non-Soul]; [and] 
thence, in the shape of emancipation, Soul’s [chief] End. 


qa faadara W 28 


Aph. 24. Bondage [which may be 
viewed as one of the ends which Soul 
could arrive at only through the Subtile Body,| is from 
Misconception. 


Bondage whence. 


a. Through the transmigration of the subtile body, from 
misconception, there is that [less worthy] end of soul, in 
the shape of bondage, consisting of pleasure and pain: 
such is the meaning.” 


b. Liberation and Bondage, [resulting] from knowledge 
and misconception [respectively], have been mentioned. 
Of these, in the first place, he explains Liberation [arising] 
from knowledge :° 


‘fagdatadt sae faraaareqrent- 
THEATRE: FRATAT AAA AA: 

 FATATTAAS AAA ATET: TRATUT 
faqdatadt waders: 1 

3 < ° SS 

amfaadarai afaaarqal | care 
ararata frarcata tt 
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fracarcaara aaaaraaeat tt eu i 


Knowledge hasneither . Abh. 25. Since this [viz., knowledge, ] 
cooperutor nor substi- ig the precise Cause [of liberation], there 
tule, in liberating Soul. . ; ese ; 

is neither association [of anything else 
with it, e.g., good works,| nor alternativeness, [e.g., of 
good works, in its stead]. 


a. In respect of there being neither association nor 
alternativeness, he states an illustration :} 


erasimpataa arfuararfaanai ari- 
UTA a: TRA 2G 


Aph. 26. The emancipation of Soul 
does not depend on both [knowledge 
and works, or the like]; as [any end that one aims at 
is not obtained] from dreams and from the waking state, 
[together, or alternatively, which are, severally, | illusory 
and not illusory. 


This illustrated. 


a. But, even if it be so, [some one may say,| there may 
be association, or alternativeness, of knowledge of the truth 
with that knowledge which is termed Worship of [the One, 
all-constitutive, divine] Soul; since there is no i/usoriness 
in this object of Worship. To this he replies :* 


 AAMAAH TATA TUTRATATE 0 

* TAAATIAIUIAAAAT GZ AS 
aay ayers Wraraurearanr4rarfa- 
ariteta aare 
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TateaTY area N29 I 


| Aph. 27. Even of that other it is not 
hedllisfulge  % complete. 
a. Even of ‘that other,’ 1.e., of the 
[just-mentioned] object of worship, the non-illusoriness 
is not complete; because imaginary things, also, enter 
into [our conception of, and overlie, and disguise,] the 
object of worship, the [One, all-constitutive] Soul: such 
is the meaning.’ 


6. He states in what part [of it] is the illusoriness of 
the [object of] Worship,’ [just referred to]: 


VaAAASATA tt 2 


; . Aph.28. Moreover, it is in what ig 
Where the fault apples. fancied that it is thus [illusory]. 


a. That is to say: ‘moreover, it is thus,’ 1. e., moreover, 
there is illusoriness, in that portion of the thing meditated 
which [portion of it] is fancied by the Mind, [while it 
does not exist in reality]; for, the object of worship having 
been declared in such texts as, ‘ All this, indeed, is 
Brahma,’$ the illusoriness belongs entirely to that portion 
[of the impure conception of ‘the All’ which presents 
itself, to the undiscriminating, under the aspect] of the 
world.‘ 


RTS Aaa aaa- 
CAH aUAA aaa Waniferrs: 
sured afaad uaa aes | 


3 Chhdndogya Upanishad, iii., xiv..1. Ed. 


‘andafad adin wqafa afaae- 
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6. Then what profit is there in Worship? With refer- 
ence to this, he declares [as follows] :! 


“S e 
WAATAMN SES AF WHATAT ti 2a t 
Aph. 29. From the achievement of 
[the worship termed ] meditation there 
is, to the pure [Soul], all [power] ; like Nature. 


a. Through the effecting of the worship which 1s termed 
meditation, there becomes, to the ‘ pure,’ 1. e., the sinless, 
Soul, all power; as belongs to Nature: such is the 
meaning. That is to say: as Nature creates, sustains, and 
destroys, so also the Purity of the understanding of the 
worshipper, by instigating Nature, creates, &c.” [But 
this is not Liberation, or Soul’s chief end. | 


The fruit of Worship. 


6. It has been settled that Knowledge alone is the means 
of Liberation. Now he mentions the means of Know- 
ledge :§ 





amas: | ad alae TaTieATs TTS 
nosaine Arfaaaaata A 
‘ agquraday fa GatAaTagTaAE 
Wawa weer favar- 
ue geal nadita waaay Vadiay: | 
nate afefeafieent RUITATATAA 
afenenta vafanwata qenfead wa- 
dtfa 
* qraraa araaratata enfada | ser- 
at AHAATIATATE I 
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UNTaeAATAA li 30 tl 


Removal of obstacles —_ Aph. 30. Meditation is [the cause of | 
to knowledge. the removal of Desire. 


a. That is to say: Meditation is the cause of the removal 
of that affection of the mind by objects, which is a hinderer 
of knowledge.’ 


4. With advertence to the fact that knowledge arises 
from the effectuation of Meditation, and not from merely 


commencing upon it, he characterizes the effectuation of 
Meditation :* 


afafatraratearta: it 34 tt 


Aph. 31. It [Meditation,] is perfected 
by the repelling of the modifications 
[of the Mind, which ought to be ab- 
stracted from all thoughts of anything]. 


Meditation at what 
point perfected. 


a. He mentions also the means of Meditation :° 


UCMUAAGHAUT afrafs: tt 32 
Aph. 32. This {Meditation,] is per- 


fected by Restraint, Postures, and one’s 
Duties. 


Practtces conductve to 
meditation. 


‘sranfaaarar at fararaataae 
AGIA AeA: 

* afer aTafaAanetArava4- 
Was WMafasqanguwarns tt 

* waa AIAN I 


246 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 
a. That is to say: Meditation results from the triad, 
which shall be mentioned, viz., Restraint, &c.! 


b. By means of a triad of aphorisms he characterizes, in 
order, Restraint, &c. :* 


fatrrsafefantamara 33 w 


Aph. 33. Restraint [of the breath] is 
by means of expulsion and retention. 


a. That it is ‘of the breath’ is gathered from the 
notoriousness* [of its being so]. 


Restraint of the breath. 


b. He characterizes Postures, which come next in order: 


FAASATAAA lt 38 1 


Aph, 34, Steady and [promoting] 


Postures. ‘ ‘ 
ease is a [suitable] Posture. 


a. That is to say: that is a Posture which, being 
steady, is a cause of pleasure; such as the crossing of the 
arms.° 


‘qaama wreufesaa wr va- 
atae: t 


2 : = 
WMITUTEAG RATATAT AAA i 
3 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva transpose Aphorisms 33 
and 34, Ed. 


‘ preeafa ufaen sad 

 HAUTRATAT AAT 

afet amaand vata cafaante 
aaa: I 
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b, He characterizes one’s Duty :! 


aan araatafeaaarsreraza tl 3y t 


; Aph. 35. One’s Duty is the per- 
One’s duty. ; . 
formance of the actions prescribed 
for one’s religious order. 


a. Simple.’ 


AIP ATRUATATS tt 3% ti 


Knowledge by Concen- Aph, 36. Through Dispassion and 
tration how attained, Practice 


a. Simply through mere Practice, in the shape of Medi- 
tation, accompanied by Dispassion, Knowledge, with its 
instrument, Concentration, takes place in the case of those 
who are most competent [to engage in the matter]: such 


is the meaning. Thus has liberation through knowledge 
been expounded.® 


b. After this, the cause of Bondage, viz., Misconception, 
declared in [the assertion,] ‘Bondage is from Miscon- 


ception,’ [§ 24], is to be expounded. Here he first states 
the nature of Misconception :‘ 





qa WAafa 

" WTAA I 

‘RaW UaTaewed = Aurgatear- 
wart aT Aaaaarfraniea- 
farad: | aed STATA QTR: | 

‘saa ot aalt fauaarferar qrarcat 


248 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


“ a“ 
fauqarer: aed i 39 I 
Aph. 37. The kinds of Misconcep- 


Misconception divided. tion are five. 


a. That is to say: the subdivisions of Misconception, 
which is the cause of Bondage, are Ignorance, Egoism, 
Desire, Aversion, and Fear of Dissolution ; the five men- 
tioned in the Yoga,! [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book II., § 3°]. 


6. Having stated the nature of Misconception, he states 
also the nature of its cause, viz., Disability :* 


UAC ANTI TW stl 


The varieties of Dis- Aph. 38, But Disability is of twenty- 
at: eight sorts.° 


a. Simple ;* [as explained in the Yoga]. 


faudar areata | carer faudaT Ge- 


Tata ll 

 afrafaarerreariafaaat: asa at. 
TAT PUA ATATATAVACATNT FAT: kt 

2 The five are there called ‘ afflictions’ (Alesa). Hd. 


 fqaqaTy SRIAA aaATATTT AT 
CARTATE I 


4 This word is omitted by Aniruddha and by Ved4nti Mahéa- 
deva. Ed. 

5 See, for these, Dr. Ballantyne’s edition of the Zattwa-samdsa, 
§ 63, Ed. 


‘onTaal tl 
NG NX 
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6. In a couple of aphorisms he mentions [those] two, 
Acquiescence and Perfection, on the prevention of which 
come two sorts of Disability of the Understanding :} 


qfetaur tt 3e n 


Aph, 39. Acquiescence is of nine 


Acquiescence. 
: sorts. 


a. He will, himself, explain how it is of nine sorts.’ 


TafSceut ui Yo i 


Perfections. Aph, 40. Perfection is of eight sorts. 
a. This, also, he will, himself, explain.’ 


b. Of the aforesaid, viz., Misconception, Disability, Ac- 
quiescence, and Perfection, since there may be a desire to 
know the particulars, there is, in order, a quaternion of 
aphorisms : * 


WAAR: WaAT Ut 89 tl 





‘gqarfaad qerral a dfefaat aq- 
Saate I 

 equaa aauredt aeafa i 

‘ vaeia waa qeuta 

‘wart faudarefaafetadta faye. 
faqrara RAW GTaqEd Wada I 
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Their subdivisions. Aph. 41 . The subdivisions [of Mis- 
conception | are as | declared] aforetime. 


a. The subdivisions of Misconception, which, in a general 
way, have been stated as five, are to be understood to be 
particularized ‘as aforetime,’ i.e., Just as they have been 
declared by preceding teachers: they are not explained 
here, for fear of prolixity : such is the meaning.! 


VatAareat: li 82 I 


Aph. 42. So of the other [viz., Dis- 
Of this further. ability]. 

a, That is to say: ‘80,’ i.e., just as aforetime [§ 41], the 
divisions ‘ of the other,’ viz., of Disability, also, which are 
twenty-eight, are to be understood, as regards their par- 
ticularities.” 


ararfararterararay ate: tt 83 tl 


Aph. 43, Acquiescence is ninefold, 
through the distinctions of *the in- 
ternal and the rest.’ 


Acquiescenee divided, 


' faudaqerarawiel 4 AAT: Wal- 
wre waqaaraadrarda fafrara. 
War fFAATIATARTSATA ZAG! 

yd USaCaATT WHATTATPAVIAT 
aerfantafatadisarraa saa: tt 
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a, This aphorism is explained by a memorial verse,! 


[No. 507]. 


aertefa: fate: u 88 u 


Perfection divided. Aph, 44. Through Reasoning, &c., 


[which are its subdivisions,] Perfec- 
tion [is eightfold]. 


a. That is to say: Perfection is of eight kinds, through 
its divisions, viz., Reasoning, &c. This aphorism, also, 
has been explained in a memorial verse,’ [No 514]. 


Se Bt ACHAT ATLATAA 


2 Quoted below, from the Sdxkhya-kdrikd, with Mr. John Davies’s 
translation : 


SMTA: AAYLOTET AAT 
VITATLAT: | 

aren fauatararea Aa TeAtsht- 
Aart: i 


‘ Nine varieties of acquiescence are set forth; four internal, named 
from Nature, means, time, and fortune; five external, relating to 
abstinence from objects of sense.’ Hd. 


 Serfete: fafareu wadtad: | z- 
ata aa arftaat areas 


* Hore appended, with Mr. Davies’s translation : 
SE Wasaad qafaaanraa: qerarth: | 
ard u faraatset fas: gatsgufatay: a 


‘The eight perfections (or means of acquiring perfection) are reason- 
ing (Wha), word or oral instruction (sabda), study or reading (adhya- 
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6. But then, how is it said that Perfection consists only 
of ‘Reasoning, &c.,’ seeing that it is determined, in all the 
Institutes, that the eight Perfections, viz., [the capacity of 
assuming| atomic bulk, &c., result from recitations, 
austerity, meditation, &c.? To this he replies :' 


Aatteateraa faat wv Bu i 


. Aph, 45. Not from any other [than 

jou “~ what we have just stated does real 

Perfection arise; because what does 

arise therefrom, e.g., from austeritiés, is] without abandon- 
ment of something else, | viz., Misconception ]. 


a. ‘From any other,’ i.e., from anything different from 
the pentad, ‘ Reasoning, &c.,’ e.g., from Austerity, &c., 
there is no real Perfection. Why? ‘ Without abandon- 
ment of something else;’ i.e., because that Perfection 
[which you choose to call such] takes place positively 
without abandonment of something else, i.e., of Misconcep- 
tion: therefore [that Perception], since it is no antagonist 
to mundane existence, is only a semblance of a Perfection, 
and not a real Perfection: such is the meaning.” 


yana), the suppression of the three kinds of pain, acquisition of friends, 
and liberality (ddna). The three fore-mentioned (conditions) are 
checks to perfection.’ Hd. 


‘ agerfefta ad fafeega waaa:a- 
ararfeafuargeiag: wagrafaeni- 
fefa aare 

* eaUgEtterahtaraaaTeRntearat 
a fafe:\ aa) zacea faa aa: a 
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6. Now the individuated creation, which was mentioned 
concisely in the assertion, ‘There is distinction of in- 


dividuals through diversity of desert,’ [§ 10], is set forth 
diffusely :! 


Sarfansiet tt Be ti 


Oo Aph. 46. [The creation is that] of 
Pan ai viewedin hich the subdivisions are the de- 
mons, &c. 


a. Supply, such is that creation, of which ‘the sub- 
divisions,’ the included divisions, are the demons, &c. This 
ig explained in a memorial verse,’ [No. 53°]. 


fafaftaraa favaam ea faaq vaua: 
daruufiryarea fase vq Ad ar- 
fant fateftaa: i 

ard ufasia: wafararfefa deta. 
cal afeafetaaca: ufararad 1 

earfa: WACISaPATHe! BRIT: AT AAT 
afefefa wa: | agararftaat aTeaaa 

3 Tt here follows, with the translation of Mr. Davies: 
sefsaent caMaraaa wat vata | 
ATTA: AATAAT ATH: BA: 


‘The divine class has eight varieties; the animal, five. Mankind 
is single in its class. This is, in summary, the world (sarga, emana- 
tion,) of living things.’ £d. 
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b. He states that the aforesaid subdivided creation, also, 
is for the sake of Soul :! 


ara aga qteatqdtard Bo i 


This Gredtoncalin for Aph. 47. From Brahmé down to a 
Soul's suke. post, for its [Soul’s,] sake is creation, 
till there be discrimination [between Soul and Nature]. 


a. He mentions, further, the division of the subdivided 
creation, in three aphorisms ;? 


Sa BeafaNar Ye 


Aph. 48. Aloft, it [the creation, | 


The celestial world, abounds in [the quality of | Purity. 


a. That is to say: ‘aloft,’ above the world of mortals, the 
creation has chiefly [the Quality of] Purity.® 


AATANIAT AAA: Wt 8e t 


Aph, 49. Beneath, it [the creation,| 


The infernal world. = s Hounds in Darkness. 


a. ‘ Beneath,’ that is to say, under the world of mortals.‘ 





 MATATGSTA RTA: TRATGTATS I 

 afeqerafa faerie TaAaT 

Sal yettareuic gfe: aerfireat va- 
itera: 

‘AAA MATT TAT: 


BOOK IIlI., APH. 51. 200 


Beat THIPTANTAT tt Yo tt 


Aph. 50. In the midst, it [the crea- 


The world of mortals. ton] abounds in Passion. 


a. ‘In the midst,’ that is to say, in the world of mortals." 


6. But then, for what reason are there, from one single 
Nature, creations diverse in having, affluently, purity and 
the rest ? With reference to this, he says: 


HAA TAAMATSST TWATAAT Nl 49 tt 


Aph. 51. By reason of diversity of 
Why Nature operates ‘ a eae : 
diversely. desert is Nature’s |diverse] behaviour ; 
like a born-slave. 


a. Just by reason of diverse desert is the behaviour of 
Nature, as asserted, in the shape of diversity of operation. 
An illustration of the diversity is [offered in the example], 
‘like a born-slave.’? That is to say: as, of him who isa 
slave from the embryo-state upwards, there are, through 
the aptitude arising from the habit* of being a dependant, 
various sorts of behaviour, 1. e., of service, for the sake 
of his master, so* [does Nature serve Soul in various 
ways]. 


‘A ea TIA: 
TAR Ta ad: aa fafasa TET 


fefamtaaat fafaar qea sarargrat- 
Aig tt 


3 Vdsand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Fd. 


‘fafasaatafarea gare warez 
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4. But then, if the creation aloft is abundant in Purity 
[the element of joy], since Soul’s object is really thereby 
effected, what need is there of Lzberation? To this he 
replies : 


AAPA AAALAC TATA: ll UR 


Wii) Heavens to Be Aph, 52. Even there there is return 
shunned. [to miserable states of existence]: it is 
to be shunned, by reason of the successive subjections to 
birth, {from which the inhabitants of Heaven enjoy no 
immunity }. 


a. Moreover :? 


Vala ATATUTEH BAA ti ys tt 


fairs, Aph. 58. Alike [belongs to all] the 
heavenly bist, u sorrow produced by decay and death. 


Set aafaent wafal Afra cera 
TMeTaafefa | wat WTawTATey Ft ar- 
VAY YTATAANIUCAA ATATHANT FT 
ufcaat eqrere vata aafeaa: i 

‘aa deel aeafanren afecte afe aa 
wa FATIATaRaT fH Areaafa | TATE | 

fa TI 

8 Vedinti Mab4deva has, instead of MATA, MAA. Eu. 


4 Nagega, according to my sole MS., has AUTATUTPSe:- 
WA. Ea. 
‘\ 
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a. Common to all alike, those that are aloft and those 
beneath, beginning with Brahma and ending with a stock, 
is the ‘sorrow produced by decay and death’; therefore, 


moreover, it [heaven,| is to be shunned: such is the 
meaning.’ 


6. What need of more? The end is not effected by 
absorption into the cause, either ; as he tells us ?? 


FT AWLUAAAHAGAAT ATTA Sra aT tl Us | 


Absorption into Na- Aph.54, Not by absorption into the 
ture ineffectual. cause is there accomplishment of the 
end; because, as in the case of one who has dived, there is 
a rising again. 


a.In the absence of knowledge of the distinction 
[between Soul and Nature], when indifference towards 
Mind, &c., has resulted from worship of Nature, then 
absorption into Nature takes place; for it is declared: 
‘Through Dispassion there is absorption into Nature.’ 
Even through this, i.e., the absorption into the cause, the 
end is not gained; ‘because there is a rising again; as in 
the case of one who has dived.’ As a man who has dived 
under water rises again, exactly so do Souls which have been 
absorbed into Nature reappear, [at the commencement of a 
new annusmagnus|,in the condition of Lords ; because it is 





Sanaa wenfewaraqwarat Aa- 
OAs AUATUTfesH SA ANTTUAAT Sa Fa 
Tau: | 

fa TAT aT Hare a FaqHAe- 
ares tt 
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impossible that one’s Faults should be consumed, without a 
familiarity with the distinction [between Soul and Nature], 
in consequence of the reappearance of Passion, by reason of 
the non-destruction of habits,' &c.: such is the meaning. 


6. But then, the cause is not by any one caused to act. 
Being independent, then, why does she [ Nature, ] make that 
grief-occasioning resurrection of her own worshipper ? 
To this he replies :° 


WHA TY: VITARATT |W yy i 


<7 Aph. 55. Though she be not con- 
yet ait tk a > strained to act, yet this is fitting; 
because of her being devoted to another. 


1 To render sanskara. Kd. 

* feaHAATa et neerfey qUry W- 
ayoTaaa vafa aer Wat war vata 
acramafaaa sfa award | aeaTeRT- 
caaarefa A HARAATA ATATIGSrPaTATA | 
Gay Wa ATA: Tee: uaefaeaaqas maf. 
AT: FRAT Sanaa aauifasata aai- 
TET vat weaafaaaeanta faar 
STICTATAT TATA: I 

aa are aaa a ada) aa aT 
aaa Tt STA patra 
qa: acifa | TaTE tl 
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a. Though Nature is ‘not constrained to act,’ not insti- 
gated, not subject to the will of another, yet ‘this is fitting;’ 
itis proper that he who is absorbed in her should rise 
again. Why ? ‘ Because of her being devoted to another ;’ 
i.e., because she seeks Soul’s end. The meaning is, that 
he who is absorbed in her is again raised up, by Nature, 
for the sake of Soul’s end, which consists in knowledge 
of the distinction [between Nature and Soul]. And Soul’s 
end, and the like, are not constrainers of Nature, but 
occasions for the energizing of her whose very being is to 
energize; so that there is nothing detracted from her 
independence.’ 


6. He mentions, further, a proof that Soul rises from 
absorption into Nature :” 


a fe wafaraanat tt ue tt 


The gain of absorption Aph. 56. [He who is absorbed into 
into Nature. Nature must rise again ;| for he becomes 
omniscient and omnipotent [in a subsequent creation]. 


terete ante eater mteneamntand 


' WRATH A SHA ed SUT TTY tara Sha 
dart: waeaaifaa detra | aa: 
UTAATATRNT ATT, faRaTAT ET. 
Gearaaats WaT OAR eats = 
rae: | gear aAaa tian: fa a 
nq faeararan: naar fafaarfa a ai: 
awaetta: 

* DRAM ATH RATT WATTATTE 
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a. For ‘he,’ viz., he who, in a previous creation, was 
absorbed into the Cause, in a subsequent creation becomes 
‘omniscient and omnipotent ;’ the Lord, the First Spirit.' 


6. But then, if that be so, it is impossible to deny’ a 
Lord, [ which, nevertheless, the Sankhyas seem to do]. To 
this he replies :* 


seqracfafe: fear i ug i 


[a errr oe Aph. 57, The existence of such a 
adore Lord is a settled point. 


a. It is quite agreed, by all, that there 1s an emergent 
Lord, he who had been absorbed into Nature; for the 
ground of dispute [between Sdnkhyas and the rest,] is 
altogether about an eternal Lord: such is the meaning.* 


6. He expounds diffusely the motive for Nature’s 
creating, which was mentioned only indicatorily in the 
first aphorism of the Second Book: ° 


cantina anmema nine een 


a fe adel arcaeita: wirat aaa. 
raat sifeaeat vata it 

2 Pratishedha, on which vide supra, p. 112, note 3. Ed. 

* eaaAacataaurqaata: | Aas | 

‘vafastae sear fate: aidada 
faauraa faarerarerarferra: i 

WUTaqe: watsta fedtararenteas 
fesyraura faaca: afanieata tt 
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DUTAAe: UT VATSUATHATg EAA a 
wag we 


Teen ae Aph, 58. Nature’s creating is for the 
ness. ” sake of another, though it be sponta- 

neous ;—for she is not the experiencer ; 
—like a cart’s carrying saffron [for the sake of its 
master |. 


a. But then, it is quite impossible that Nature, being 
unintelligent, should be, spontaneously, a creator ; for we 
see that a cart, or the like, operates only by reason of 
the efforts of another. To this he replies:! 


Naadasty wltaated WITT ue 


ee Aph. 59. Though she be unintelli- 
eine oe gent, yet Nature acts ; as is the case with 
milk. 


a. That is to say: as milk, without reference to men’s 
efforts, quite of itself changes into the form of curd, so 
Nature, although she be unintelligent, changes into the 
form of Mind, &c., even without the efforts of any other.” 


Aa DUAR AT AAR AT- 
‘quad Tae: uaa Wafsetarfefa | 
aaTE tt 

Pqqr eit ueqnaaqadiiaa qa 
efuedy ufiwad wandaansta ana 


262 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


6. This is not rendered tautological by this aphorism, 
‘As the cow for the calf,’ [Book II., § 37] ; because there 
the question was only of the operation of instruments, and 
because cows are intelligent.’ 


c. By means of the exhibition of another illustration, he 
mentions the cause of the thing asserted as aforesaid :° 


BAILA ATSTA:” tl Zo I 


Aph. 60. Or as is the case with the 
Another illustration. acts [or on-goings|—for we see them— 


of Time, &e. 


a. Or as is the case with the acts [or on-goings,] of 
Time, &c., the spontaneous action of Nature is proved from 
what isseen. The action of Time, for example, takes place 
quite spontaneously, in the shape of one season’s now 
departing and another’s coming on: let the behaviour of 
Nature, also, be thus; for the supposition conforms to 
observed facts: such is the meaning.* 


— 


fanta agafeacatiara: marae vaat- 
wa: tt 

‘WMA TAU A WASH 
aq aunqaty faatiqneaat waaA- 
arate tt 

* GUTATALHENATARARTS TATE It 

s One of my MSS. of Aniruddba has TATE: Ea. 


‘alae: HAGE Ca: wraw died 
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6. But, still, a senseless Nature would never energize, or 
would energize the wrong way ; because of there being [in 
her case,| no such communing as, ‘This 1s my means of 
producing experience, &c.’ To this he replies :' 


PUTAS eAAAAAIMT AT ATT tt G9 


Aph, 61. From her own nature she 
ra a acts, not from thought; like a ser- 
vant. 


a. That is to say: as, in the case of an excellent servant, 
naturally, just from habit,’ the appointed and necessary 
service of the master is engaged in, and not with a view to 


his own enjoyment, just so does Nature energize from 
habit alone.® 


feafa geatd| aaa mTagaftaca 
Wadd zalfeeg Hafan aa vq vas 
DUTARITG GET WATHAATAT SETAATTAT- 
fea: tt 

‘aa arta aad aenfeanratata afa- 
AUTAMTAPHSTAT: VFa: Helhaenaracty 4 
waifaattat a wafa: Qta | aaTE tt 


2 As here, so again just below, this word renders sanskdra. Ed. 

TUT ARCTS SATA Hey Ula 
faqarasaal a wrfadal vada aq 
arntaay atq wacafed darc- 
cagy: 
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AAHFEATATST: ti & 


Or through the influ- Aph. 62. Or from attraction by De- 
ence of Desert. serts, which have been from eternity. 


a. Here the word ‘or’ is for connecting [this aphorism 
with the preceding one]. Since Desert has been from 
eternity, therefore, moreover, through attraction by Deserts, 
the energizing of Nature is necessary and rightly distri- 
buted :? such is the meaning.° 


4. It being thus settled, then, that Nature is creative for 
the sake of another, he tells us, in the following section,‘ 
that, on the completion of that other’s purpose, Liberation 
takes place through Nature’s quite spontaneously ceasing 
to act °° 


fafamarmafetarata: mre yea 
TTS Ul SS 





1 Aniruddha inserts BATA after QT. Ve. 

aTURIST AAG | Ya: HATTA: FH 
aharaaureta maa BWafwat 
a wafafcra: i 

3 See the Rational Refutation, &o., p. 36. Ed. 


4 Read, instead of ‘in the following section,’ ‘by an enunciation.’ 
Ed, 


‘qed UMTS Ud: aE fas aTH- 
UAATATA Ga Ta wUTAfayTa Arey: 
farrctate Waza I 
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Aph. 63. From discriminative know- 
woe Her one? ledge there is a cessation of Nature’s 
creating; as is the case with a cook, 

when the cooking has been performed. 


a. When Soul’s aim has been accomplished, by means 
of indifference to all else, through discriminative knowledge 
of Soul, Nature’s creating ceases; as, when the cooking 
is completed, the labour of the cook ceases: such is the 
meaning.’ 


6. But, at that rate, since Nature’s creating ceases 
through the production of discriminative knowledge in 
the case of a single Soul, we should find al? liberated. 
To this he replies : * 


TAT TATAAATATT® tt G8 


Liberation of one in- Aph, 64. Another remains like an- 
volves not that ofall. other, through her fault. 


a. But ‘another,’ i. e., one devoid of discriminative know- 
ledge, remains ‘like another,’ i.e., just like one bound by 


 fafqaRqeaNaatatraa = TRIrya- 
ae MTS afettada war ara fasts 
Uae Brat frada sera: 

 waqaaRTRTarN $= faaagqrrera4 
nad: ofetaqar adafanag eta TATE t 


$ Aniruddha’s lection of this Aphorism is : sat TdAaEl- 
baits § | Ed. 
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Nature. Why? ‘Through her fault,’ i.e., through the 
fault which may be described as her not accomplishing that 
soul’s alm: such is the meaning.! 


6. He mentions the fruit of Nature’s ceasing to act :? 


TANHATA -AtTarataATT: uv Sy 


. Aph. 65. [The fruit of Nature’s 
ey eration consists OF ceasing to act], the solitariness of both 
[ Nature and Soul], or [which comes to 

the same thing,] of either, is liberation. 


a. ‘Of both,’ i.e., of Nature and Soul, the ‘ solitariness,’ 
i.e., the being alone, the mutual disjunction, in short, this 
is liberation.® 


6. But then, how would Nature, having attained indif- 
ference, through the mood in the shape of discrimination, 
on the liberation of a single Soul, again engage in creation, 
for the sake of another Soul? And you are not to say 
that this is no objection, because Nature consists of different 
portions, [it is not another Nature, but the same]; because 
we see, that, even out of the [mortal] constituents of the 


‘sauq fafamareciea sataaeaea 
nae fafa | Gas) aera WUTAaTa 
ATRATAAATAAT Ta aTa: 

* afetraa: WeTATE Ul 

* gat: DUTATRRATCa Teresa aaa F- 
tacfaar efa araratsaat: 
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liberated person, viz., his dust, &c., things are created for 
the experience of another. To this he replies :? 


MUTATE isa a fawad’ WaETAe- 
‘aarunr  &% a 


aqreanarag faqaraczer fa- 


& 
Tal Tafa: HUATTEATY Oa: RET Wad- 
aa | aa VadiMeAT ere efa ara 
warearararta ufganferae Ary 
afeenatteta | TATE I 


2 Nageéa has VIASAT Ta. Ed. 


3 Vijnana’s genuine reading seems to be fazats . His com- 
me 
ment, however, recognizes also farsads, the reading of Ani- 


ruddha. One MS. of his work which has been consulted has, like 


Vedanti Mahadeva, farads . Nagesa has faadadas. Ed. 


= ~ 
Ryo , instead of -EQJ°, appears to have very little good 
warrant ; and Dr. Ballantyne, indeed, translates aq, not Ud. Ea. 
5 Of this Aphorism, and of the comment on it, MSS. of Vijnana’s 


treatise afford a much better text than that here reprinted. In one 
of its more approved forms, that which Vijnana seems to elect, the 


original enunciation runs thus : AAG ETUP Ista a fa- 
TSATRT AAA TTT: | ‘Furthermore, she [Na- 


ture,| does not give over effecting creation, with reference to another, 
[i.e., another soul than that of the spiritual sage, though she creates 
for such a sage no longer; and she acts, in so doing,} analogously to 
a snake, with reference to him who is unenlightened as to the real 
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Aph. 66. Moreover, [when Nature 
has left off distressing the emancipated, ] 
she does not desist, in regard to her 
creative influence on another; as is the case with the 
snake, [which ceases to be a terror,] in respect of him who 
is aware of the truth in regard to the rope [which another 
mistakes for a snake]. 


How Nature affects 
one, and not another. 


a. Nature, though, in respect of one Soul, she have de- 
sisted, in consequence of discriminative knowledge, does not 
desist as regards her creative influence on another Soul, 
but does create in respect of that one; as the snake [so 
to speak,| does not produce fear, &c., in the case of him 
who is aware of the truth in regard to the rope, but does 
produce it, in respect of him who is ignorant [that what 


character of the rope’ [which is mistaken for it; this illusory snake 
keeping him constantly in a state of alarm, though it ceases to affect 
him who has discovered that it is nothing more formidable than a 
yard or two of twisted hemp]. More closely, so far as regards the 
construction of the original : ‘ Furthermore, in like manner asa snake 
goes on influencing him who..... [Nature persists] in effecting 
creation, &c. 

That wpardga, as embodied in the expression srishtyupardga, 
signifies ‘causing,’ ‘effecting,’ is the view of both Aniruddha and 
Vedanti Mahadeva, who define it by karana. 

The Aphorism in question, mainly as just exhibited, together with 
preferable deviations from the comment as given by Dr. Ballantyne, 
will be found at p.13 of the variants appended to my edition of the 
Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya. Nage$a, following Vijnana very 


closely, explains the Aphorism as follows: QUT WISH 


ofa faqatsafewraesaeael aMfereT- 
aura frat oat aif ofa frzerta 
uafaced ufa yet Wada eas: | ze. 
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he looks upon is a rope, and not a snake]: such is the 
meaning. And Nature is likened to a snake, because of 
her disguising Soul, which is likened toa rope. Certain 
unintelligent persons, calling themselves Veddntis, having 
quite failed to understand that such is the drift of such 
examples as those of the rope, the snake, &c., suppose that 
Nature is an absolute nothing, or something merely 
imaginary. The matters of Scripture and of the legal 
Institutes are to be elucidated by means of this [or that] 
example offered by the Sankhyas, who assert the reality of 
Nature: it is not the case that the matter is simply esta- 
lished to be as is the example;’ [the analogy of which is 
not to be overstrained, as if the cases were parallel 
throughout]. 


Hafafaaarra u &9 ti 


‘ vaferaes fafqaarntecaata ware 
arafarreg aequrma fara vata fa 
a a fa quad FM WFRGSPAAS ATT 
uarfeai a wAafa as Ufa a AAV: | 
TUT F MUTA GATS TRS BATT. 
uufefa | vdfad wqaurfeqeraara4- 
waqgaran: afagataqan: wadta- 
Toe AAA a qaata! da Aafia 
aaarafeataqracerda wtaeyaar Ary. 
ata a aaa eeTaaearaaa: fata i 
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Another consideration Aph. 67. And from connexion with 
why Nature should act. T)esert, which is the cause. 


a. ‘ Desert,’ which is the cause of creation, in consequence 
of the conjunction of this, also, she creates, for the sake of 
another Soul [than the emancipated one]: such is the 
meaning.’ 


b. But then, since all Souls are alike indifferent, inas- 
much as they do not desire [Nature’s interference], what 
is it that here determines Nature to act only in regard to 
this one, and to desist in regard to that one P And Desert 
is not the determiner ; because here, too, there is nothing 
to determine of which Soul what is the Desert; [Desert 
being inferrible only from, and, therefore, not cognizable 
antecendently to, its fruits]. To this he replies:? 


acaeasty paRTartsfaraar fafa- 


WAN Sb 
Nalure’sseleciion how Aph. 68. Though there is [on Soul’s 
deter nee part, this] indifference, yet want of dis- 


crimination is the cause of Nature’s service. 


‘aet fafa aaa aw aaereqa- 
wari Aaa Aa: tt 
* Aa AAG TRU UTAD THA AT ATIRT- 
farasta afarnaa ward wadd afanfa 
a faada sae fa fraraaa | aa aA 
faqraa ae gear fa aaaarfa farara- 
arirarfata | Tate t 
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a. That isto say: although Souls are indifferent, yet 
Nature, just through [her own] non-discrimination, saying, 
‘This is my master,’ ‘This is I myself,’ serves Souls, [to- 
wards their eventual emancipation |, by creation, &c. And 
so, to what Soul, not having discriminated herself [there- 
from |, she has the habit’ of showing herself, in respect just 
of that one does Nature energize; and this it is that 
determines her: such is the import.’ 


6. Since it is her nature to energize, how can she desist, 
even when discrimination has taken place? To this he 
replies :° 


adatanqaente frqfarenrfrareara eu 


_ Nature energizes only Aph. 69. Like a dancer does she, 
tell the end ts attained. though she had been energizing, desist ; 
because of the end’s having been attained. 


a. Nature’s disposition to energize is only for the sake 
of Soul, and not universally. Therefore is it fitting that 


1 Vésand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed. 

"TRU Aldesay A TRA aTe- 
faufaaarea vata: qearfefa: aeara- 
HUTA: | AA VT aH TeqranaTata- 
fay eufad araat add ad meta ware 
vada 2a faaraafafa ara: i 

 pafeeniraarad fadtasty fagfren- 
Uqas | AaTe tt 
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Nature should desist, though she has been energizing, when 
the end has been attained, in the shape of the effectuation of 
Soul’s aim; as a dancer, who has been performing, 
with the view of exhibiting a dance to the spectators, 
desists, on the accomplishment of this: such is the mean- 
ing. 


b. He states another reason for the cessation :? 


araatasha Aaata AUT Ras 
Ad Ugo ll 
Aph. 70. Moreover, when her fault 


is known, Nature does not approach 
[Soul] ; like a woman of good family. 


This illustrated. 


a. That is to say: Nature, moreover, ashamed at Soul’s 
having seen her fault,—in her transformations, and her 
taking the shape of pain, &c.,—does not again approach 
Soul; ‘like a woman of good family,’ i.e.; as a [frail] woman 
of good family, ashamed at ascertaining that her fault 


——— 





GeNagas WAS wafTePirar Aq 
Ara | At: AGAeMTa TuTaAST Tea 
quaifred afcarae afa faaqfaaer war 
UGS AMAA WAATAT Aaa eaTST 
frqfattaa: i 


* fAART CAATATE Ut 
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has been seen by her husband, does not approach her 
husband.? * 


b. But then, if Nature’s energizing be for the sake of 
Soul, Soul must be altered by Bondage and Liberation, 
{and not remain the unalterable entity which you allege it 


to be]. To this he replies:* 


AAU TATATAT TeReTfsTaatsa tt 99 


. . Aph. 71. Bondage and Liberation 
fo bi do not actually belong to Soul, [and 


would not even appear to do so,] but 
for non-discrimination. 


a. Bondage and Liberation, consisting in the conjunction 
of Pain, and its disjunction, do not ‘actually,’ 1. e., really, 
belong to Soul; but, in the way mentioned in the fourth 
aphorism, they result only from non-discrimination: such 
is the meaning.‘ 





‘ueaa ufcurfanearmanrfeeres- 
arefa aPRATaT: WFd: UAT Wea Da 
aaa BATT TA waifaat & erat 3 ee 
swautaa wi PaTaT aaaia aifaaac 
aata date: tt 

2 See the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 61. 

aa GRaTy Guranafaate aerat- 
arat wea uftararafafcta | arate i 

‘ SUATPAAPTRA FRATAT TRAST F- 
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6. But, in reality, Bondage and Liberation, as declared, 
belong to Nature alone: so he asserts: ' 


URAT MAM AAFATATTAT | 92 


Bondage is reully Aph. 72. They really belong to Na- 


Nature's. ture, through consociation ; like a beast. 


a. Bondage and Liberation, through Pain, really belong 
to Nature,” ‘ through consociation,’ i. e., through her being 
hampered by the habits, &c., which are the causes of 
Pain; as a beast, through its being hampered by a 
rope, experiences Bondage and Liberation: such is the 
meaning.” 


6. Here, by what causes is there Bondage? Or by what 
is there Liberation? To this he replies : 4 





aradadeaad: fa a WuqTaATal- 
tafasareta: ‘ 

UTATAAE, TATA FRAT A WAT A- 
ATE 


2 Read: ‘Bondage and Liberation belong to Nature alone; be- 
cause to it, in truth, belongs misery.” Hd. 


WALA AMAT ERA TMA TAR- 
rae: SGIREE RUG ichinik ke UN Usa 
fanaa TURTEMTT aera: 

aT Se ATA HA Bley TATA 
QTarE tt 
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eu anitana wit wars ‘Arswarra- 
faaraaaaeta’ tt 93 1 


. Aph. 73. In seven ways does Nature 
Pa ceein ee Naa bind herself ; like the silk-worm: in 
one way does she liberate herself. 


a. By Merit, Dispassion, Supernatural Power, Demerit, 
Ignorance, Non-dispassion, and Want of Power, viz., by 
habits, causes of Pain, in the shape of these seven, ‘does 
Nature bind herself’ with Pain; ‘like the silk-worm ;’ i.e., 
as the worm that makes the cocoon binds itself by means 
of the dwelling which itself constructs. And that same 
Nature liberates herself from Pain ‘in one way,’ i.e., by 
Knowledge alone: such is the meaning. 


6. But then, that which you assert, viz., that Bondage 
and Liberation result from Non-discrimination alone, is 
improper; because Non-discrimination can neither be 


1 Nageia has @TWARITACATS. Eu. 


ON 
2 Aniruddha and Veddnti Mahadeva have -MaqAaHa 
me 


* WHAT AQIVATSAAAUTAAAL: B- 
wih euivgetaht: wafauamd ees 
SHIA ALATA TAH AAMT Sthataea- 
aaa Bua Tad | Bas waa. 


oN: 


WHY TAA CAPA aT: i 
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quitted nor assumed, and because, in the world, Pain, and 
its negative, Pleasure, &c., can, themselves, be neither 
quitted nor assumed: otherwise, [if you still insist on 
retaining the opinion objected to], there is disparagement 
of sense-evidence. Having pondered this, he himself [not 
leaving it to a commentator,| explains what was asserted 
in the fourth aphorism :! 


fafranafraam A geerta: ui 98 0 


Aph. 74. Non-discrimination is the 
cause [not the thing itself]; [so that] 
there is no disparagement of sense-evidence. 


An objection met. 


a. What was asserted before was this, that Non-dis- 
crimination is only the occasion of Bondage and Liberation 
in souls, and not that Non-discrimination itself is these two ; 
therefore ‘there is no disparagement of sense-evidence ;’ 
[for, though we sce that Pain and Pleasure cannot be 
directly assumed or quitted, yet we also see that causes of 
them can be assumed or quitted|: such is the meaning.* 





‘ad aaa afaaartefd wea aez- 
WAIHI ATAU IATA A GRA ae- 
ATTTAELA FI SAAT SATATAaATETAT Te- 
afaftamgy wats era frguifa tt 

afar qeay samara 
ura a afaaa wa aifafa atc eeerfa- 
fraqzT: It 
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6. He mentions, among the means conducive to Dis- 
crimination, Study, which is the essence of them :! 


aapaaiata adifa anrnfsdata- 
fe: uv oun 


ees Aph. 75. Discrimination is perfected 
aoe eee through abandonment [of everything], 
expressed by a ‘ No, No,’ through study 

of the [twenty-five] Principles. 


a. Discrimination 1s effected through study of the 
Principles, in the shape of abandoning, by a ‘No, No,’ 
in regard to things unintelligent, ending with Nature, the 
conceit [that Nature, or any of her products, is Soul]. 
All the others [enumerated in the list of means] are only 
supplemental to Study: such is the meaning. 


6. Ife states a speciality in regard to the perfecting of 
Discrimination : ° 


sfuarfumiera’ faaA: ui 9% tt 

‘fata fasomords aremdAaea- 
Alz tt 

‘aafamade seq afa ddtafrara- 
arrearaargraresatasatasata | zat 
MAMAMAASATAAT: 

* faaafaer farante 

$ Vedénti MabSdeva has SATARITHACT A. Lu. 
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Aph. 76. Through the difference of 
those competent [to engage in the 
matter at all], there is no necessity 
[that each and every one should at once be successful |. 


The means not effica- 
cious everywhere. 


a, Since there is a division, among those competent, into 
the sluggish, &c., though study be made, there is no cer- 
tainty that, in this very birth, Discrimination will be 
accomplished : such is the meaning. Therefore, every one 
should, by strenuousness in study, acquire for himself the 
highest degree of competency : such is the import.’ 


b. He states that Liberation takes place solely through 
the effecting of Discrimination, and not otherwise :” 


arfrataqen AeafaaaaTSaAATT: Ut 99 I 
Aph. 77. Since what [Pain] has been 


repelled returns again, there comes, 
even from medium [but imperfect,] 
Discrimination, experience, [which it is desired to get en- 
tirely rid of |. 


Imperfect Discrimi- 
nation wnefficacious. 


a. But sluggish Discrimination [lower even than the 


 werafuanfiecasaaia fRaarasy- 
fiaagq safe faaafafasaaa faaar 
MAI: | Wa BaAfwarceeaqraue- 
area: aureafeta Ara: 

’ faaafacag faa aaa 1 

$ The reading of Aniruddha is @TUQTAARALS. Ee. 


BOOK III., APH. 79. 279 


middling variety |, antecedently to direct intuition, consists 
only of Hearing, Pondering, and Meditating: such is the 
division’ [of Discrimination]. 


WARD Ut 9b tt 


_ Of Liberation during Aph. 78. And he who, living, is libe- 
ce rated. 


a. That is to say: he, also, who, while living, is liberated 
is just in the condition of medium Discrimination.* 


b. He adduces evidence for there being some one lhibe- 
rated, though still living: * 


ce Seen 
VaSwaTaCwATATrarS: 9a U 
Prsep iatihiemay le Aph, 79. It is proved by the fact of 


instructed and instructor. 


a. That is to say : it is proved that there are such as are 
liberated during life, by the mention, in the Institutes, on 
the subject of Discrimination,° of the relation of preceptor 


A EP Rs I A ES TS PE cg A i LN ts 


‘ efqaae aEatad AAWAAA- 
wMaasea zfa far: i 

2 The “ff is omitted by Vedinti Mahddeva. Ed. 

 Sftrerarsty auafsaaraa wa vadt- 
qa: i 

‘ fear WATTATE I 


5 This I have substituted for ‘ Liberation,’ a mere oversight. Kd. 
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and pupil; 1.e., because it is only one liberated during life 
that can be an instructor’ [in this matter]. 


afaa’ i to tl 
Further proof. Aph. 80, And there is Scripture. 


a. There is also Scripture for there being persons 
liberated during life.® 


4. But then, merely through hearing, too, one might 
become [qualified to be] an instructor. To this he replies : * 


TATATHATTTT Ut GF 
Aph, 81. [And not through merely 


hearing is one qualified to become an 
instructor]: otherwise, there were blind tradition. 


A suggestion repelled. 


a. That is to say : otherwise, since even a person of slug- 
gish Discrimination |but who, yet, had heard,| would be 
an instructor, we should have a blind handing down? [of 
doctrines which would speedily become corrupted or lost]. 


‘aredy fatafqaa wrefeqaraaaar- 
sianafafatiaat sfaraaaraeeae- 
warfefa T 


2 None of the commentators but Vijnana recognizes an Aphorism 
in these words ; and it is very doubtful whether even he does so. Ed. 


 afacia sitaraaster 

‘ Ta AAMT AIege SIT | TATE 

‘zara wafstawrgqeged sarataa- 
ufafraa: tt 
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6. But then, when, through Knowledge, one’s works 
[which are the cause of mundane existence, | have perished, 
how can there [still] be life? To this he replies :* 


THIATARCATUT: tt &2 


Aph. 82. Possessed of a body, [the 
How life ts compatible ° os . 
cake Tileealon. emancipated sage goes on living]; like 
the whirling of a wheel. 


a. Even on the cessation of the action of the potter, the 
wheel, of itself, revolves for some time, in consequence of 
the motal inertia resulting from the previous action. So, 
after knowledge, though actions do not arise, yet, through 
the [self-continuant] action of antecedent acts, possessing 
an energizing body, he remains living, yet liberated ; ° 
[and, if he did not, but if every one who gained true 
knowledge were, on gaining it, to disappear, true know- 
ledge would cease to be handed down orally ; and Kapila, 
probably, did not contemplate books, or did not think 
these a sccure depository of the doctrine]: such is the 
meaning.” 


a a ner ct tt RRR | ee AAA a mh — 


aa atta HAE ata He tad ST | 
aaTE tt 


2 For another rendering, see the Rational Refutation, &c., 
p- 31. Hd. 


Saar WaRAaTETa- 
aq faa aa wafa | wa aTatat Har- 
qaaTata MITATHA A AAT TUT Yar 
staraafearedtaa: i 
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4. But then, since the continuance! of experience, &c., 
is put an end to by that ‘ Meditation with distinct recog- 
nition of the object,’ which [see Yoga Aphorisms, Book I., 
§ 17,7] is the cause of knowledge, how can one retain a 
body? To this he replies :* 


PATA TAT IS: tl 63 


Aph. 83. This [retention of a body] 
is occasioned by the least vestige of 
impression. 


Difficulty of ie as 
off this mortal cott, 


a. That is to say: the retention of a body is caused by 
even the least remains of those impressions‘ of objects 
which are the causes of having a body.’ 


b. He recapitulates the sense of the declarations of the 
Institute :° 





sere ee ec Hk ee ei Ate AR 


1 Vasand. Vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Fd. 
2 Which here follows, with Dr. Ballantyne’s translation : fa- 


AAT AAT PCTRAAT TATRA ATA: | Medi 


tation, of the kind called] that in which there is distinct recognition 
[arises, in its fourfold shape, | from the attendance of (1) argumenta- 
tion (vitarka), (2) deliberation (vichdra), (3) beatitude (dnanda), 
and (4) egotism (asmitd).’ kd. 
3 ~ ° esa a bias 
aq NTagddvaraana = Arnfeara- 
rn ° 
ATTA HA TUTMNTTA | TATE It 
4 This is to render the technicality sanskdra. Ed. 
5 on -~ ° 
WUUNTedal FT fauqdaaaara- 
~ < 
TATA AT Tita fafa: 


* TRAST RTTATET Ut 
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fraafiagearaa gaatat AaT- 
AATT tl 6B 


Aph, 84, That which was to be done 
has been done, when entire Cessation of 
Pain has resulted from Discrimination ; not otherwise, not 
otherwise. 


Recapitulation, 


a. So much for the Third Book, on Dispassion.’ 


Se ets Re erence SS a tt HF ee tre RT neni we manent mene 


1 Vijnana, according to some copies of his work, has HAART, 


& 
the preferable reading, and that of all the other commentators known 
tome. Ed. 


* afa Aerararaeqeta: 1 


END OF BOOK III. 
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BOOK IV. 





Now, by means of a collection of narratives, recognized 
in the Institutes, the means of discriminative knowledge 
are to be displayed: so, for this purpose the Fourth Book 
is commenced.' 


UAGTITSVEM AT 91 


_ Soul set right by hear- Aph. 1, Asin the case of the king’s 
een ne son, from instruction as to the truth 
[comes discrimination between Soul and Nature]. 


a. ‘ Discrimination’ is supplied from the concluding 
aphorism of the preceding section. The meaning is: as, 
in the case of the king’s son, discrimination is produced 
by instruction as to the truth. The story, here, is as 
follows: A certain king’s son, in consequence of his being 
born under the [unlucky | star of the tenth portion? [of the 
twenty-seven portions into which the ecliptic is divided], 
having been expelled from his city, and reared by a certain 
forester, remains under the idea, that ‘I am a forester.’ 
Having learned that he is alive, a certain minister informs 
him: ‘Thou art not a forester; thou art a king’s son.’ 


— 


‘ wrafearenfaasticaaaaat fara- 
aqaaata werdtaataacet Wea- 
WTA MICA It 


2 The Sanskrit yields ‘under the star [named] Ganda.’ Ed. 
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As he, immediately, having abandoned the idea of his 
being an outcast, betakes himself to his true royal state, 
saying, ‘I am a king,’ so, too, it [the Soul], in consequence 
of the instruction of some kind person, to the effect that 
‘Thou, who didst originate from the First Soul, which mani- 
fests itself merely as pure Thought, art |thyself,] a portion 
thereof,’ having abandoned the idea of its being Nature [or 
of being something material or phenomenal], rests simply 
upon its own nature, saying, ‘Since I am the son of 
Brahma, I am, myself, Brahma, and not something 
mundane, different therefrom :’ such is the meaning.’ 


6. He exhibits another story, to prove that even women, 


‘ yaaren a araaa sada | THT. 
qaq aalaenifesar wad ward: | aya- 
qareafaa | afaeraaal WSasTAAT 
uufaartta: vata qafaaifaatse war 
TUMAVAT Bre | a wad grat aty- 
cara: Watwafa a a Way TATA SAT 
fal aan afeaa maeahtad war 
aia UsNTaAaIMAaa WeAtaa- 
aafererraaur eras aaaee 
aed TET afar refuse rea 
wal TAguarerafy Haq aq afeaeya: 
qaUad MASAAAAAd FAA: It 
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Sidras, &c., may gain the [one desirable] end, through a 
Brahman, by hearing the instructions of a Brahman: ! 


fauTaqearargensty it 2 


Aph, 2, As in the case of the gob- 

Even when the instruc- lin, even when the instruction was for 
tion is not addressed to ¢ 

the hearer. the sake of another, [the chance hearer 


may be benefited ]. 


a. That is to say: though the instruction in regard to 
the truth was being delivered, by the venerable Krishna, 
for Arjuna’s benefit, knowledge of the distinction [between 
Soul and Nature] was produced in the case of a goblin 
standing near [and overhearing the discourse]: and so 
it may happen in the case of others, too.” 


6. And,if knowledge is not produced from once instruct- 
ing, then a repetition of the instruction is to be made; to 
which effect he adduces another story : ° 





‘adinereaista sTawa sTeETTey 
WAT RATA: RLAAAATeaTigaArAL TT- 
ata i 

SATS Blawta Tevet faarArasty 
waa fous fadaarad aTaHdaA- 
~waTata wate: i 

 afe a aaQUeIGAa A Wad aatae- 
areata aaa freTArATATS 
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ATATALAFGISNTT ll 3 


. Aph. 3. Repetition [is to be made], if 
sacNeorssity of inewlear ot, from once instructing, [the end be 


gained |. 


a. That is to say: a repetition of instruction, also, is to 
be made; because, in the Chhandogya | Upanishad],' and 
the like, there is mention of Aruni, and others, as 
having more than once instructed Swetaketu and others.’ 


6. With a view to the removal of desire, he sets forth, 
with an illustration, the fragility, &c., of Soul’s accompani- 
ments: ° 


foaTaTagareerara ug i 


| Aph,. 4. As in the case of father and 
pba ae oom gon; since both are seen; [the one, to 
die, and the other, to be born ]. 


a. That is to say: Discrimination takes place, through 
dispassion, in consequence of its being inferred, in respect 
of one’s own self, also, that there is death and birth; since 
these are seen in the case of father and son. This has 


IVI.,i, &e Hd. 

‘suenrTafacta ada Bretraret Wa- 
aaifes DaTShUMyAtATHA RTA freA 
feng: 

Stray fretayaaaTAdadel TR 
warfes afaateata i 
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been stated as follows: ‘The coming into being, and the 
departure, of Soul [entangled in Nature],! may be inferred 
from [the case of] father and son.” 


6. He next explains, by illustrative stories, the subser- 
vients to the perfecting of knowledge in him in whom 
knowledge has arisen, and who is devoid of passion :° 


Waa Ursa MAT wy 


Voluntary abandon- Aph. Oo. One experiences pleasure or 
ment distinguished from pain [alternatively], from [voluntary | 
snvoluntary. ee } 

abandonment or [forcible] separation ; 
as in the case of a hawk. 


a. That is to say: since people become happy by the 
abandonment of things, and unhappy by [forcible] separa- 
tion from them, acceptance of them ought not to be made ; 
“as in the case of a hawk.’* For a hawk, when he has food 
[before him], if he be driven away ® by any one, is grieved 


1 Read, instead of ‘ of Soul,’ &., ‘of one’s self.’ Hd. 

qe foataaaticaraatsta Arata 
Geemmeqaaatearau fatat wzadt- 
aa: age | saa fuquararaaaa4 
varaaitata uu 

‘a: WANTS faTH FT ATA 
froougrarentaaaeeretata 


4 See the Muahdbhdrata, xii., 6648. Ed. 


5 Read, ‘ molested’ (upahatya). Dr. Ballantyne followed an error 
of the press, apahatya, which he did not observe that I had pointed 
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at being separated from the food; [but] if, of his own 
accord, he leaves it, then he is free from grief." 


atettaaatad’ a & tl 


How Sort onght to Aph. 6. As in the case of a snake and 
duwior Nuture. its skin. 


a. That is to say : asa snake readily abandons its old skin, 
from knowing that it ought to be quitted, just so he who 
desires liberation should abandon Nature, experienced 
through a long period, and effete, when he knows that it 
ought to be quitted. Thus it has been said: ‘ As a snake 

. its old skin,’ &c.* 


et ce re ee eee 


out in the corrigenda to my edition of the Sdakhya-pravachana- 
bhdshya, Ed. 


oftaat A ada Bal carat ara 
ata: at faa a gat wafa waa 
feaa: | saat fe arfaa: aaraagarfaar- 
faa oat faad era asta aer e:ar- 
tara tl 


2 Two of my MSS. have -fazafarie; the rest, te a 
wqaate. I have restored the etymological form of the word. Had 


 yorfesttai ad uftaneraraaa 2a- 
Far ava aay: vafd aarti st 
Ui Fate Uafeas: | aqaal situ 
TAAATTT Sie tl 
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4. And, when abandoned, he should not again accept 
Nature and the rest. So, in regard to this, he says:} 


THACAART | 9 


Its resumption pro- 


hilated, Aph. 7. Or as an amputated hand. 


a. As no one takes back again an amputated hand, just 
so this [Nature], when abandoned, he should not readmit : 
such is the meaning. The word ‘Or’ is used in the sense 
of ‘moreover ;’? [the import of the conjunction being 
superadditive, not alternative]. 


VMI GATT FNTA ATAAT Ub 0 


Aph. 8, What is not a means fof 

Duty to be sacrifved liberation is| not to be thought about, 

eee ne [as this conduces only] to bondage; as 
in the case of Bharata. 


a. That which is not an immediate cause of Discrimina- 
tion, even though it may be a duty, still is ‘not to be 
thought about;’ i.e., intention of the mind towards the 
performance thereof is not to be made; since it tends 
to Bondage, from its making us forget Discrimination, 
‘ As in the case of Bharata:’ that 1s to say, as was the case 


‘aa e wAatea waa ctqarfeu- 
Wz tl 

"am fad get ua: atsfa area aya- 
Tae CAAA TAIT: | ATT AIST i 
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with the royal sage Bharata’s cherishing Dinanatha’s! 
fawn, though [this was] in accordance with duty.’ 


agma fata’ umfeta: qarity- 
Wad ven 


Aph. 9. From [association with| 
many there is obstruction to concentra- 
tion, through passion, &c.; as in the case of a girl’s shells.' 


Company to be avoided. 


a. Association is not to be made with many; because, 
when there is association with many, there is disturbance, 
through the manifestation of Passion, &c., which destroys 
concentration; as a jingling is produced by the mutual 


1 The original, dindudtha, compounded of dina and andtha, 

‘miserable and having no master,’ is an epithet of ‘ fawn.’ 
For the story of Bharata and the fawn, see the Vishnu-purdna, 

Book ii., Chap. xin. Ed. 

faq watqayad 4 vata a ae- 
Histo wraufa qeafaaad aera fa- 
aa aay A Aaa yaaa vata fa- 
qafqenrcaday | Aaa | AUT ATARI 
cumauaaty Aararaetqaa aH ayaa. 
fara: it 

: qeraritagn is the reading of Aniruddha. Ed. 


4 See the Mahdbhdrata, xii., 6652. £d. 
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contact of the shells on a girl’s wrist: such is the 


meaning." 


ararafa aaa it qo il 


Aph. 10. Just so, from [the company 


Even that of one. 
of | two, also. 


a. Just so, even from two there 1s obstruction to concen- 
tration; therefore one ought to abide quite alone: such is 
the meaning.” 


face: val fayarad 099 t 


Blessedness of those A ph. 11. He who is without hope 19 
who expect nothing. : happy like Pingald.$ 


a. Having abandoned hope, let a man become possessed 
of the happiness called contentment; ‘like Pingala;’ 
that is to say, as the courtesan called Pingald, desiring 
a lover, having found no lover, being despondent, became 


happy, when she had left off hoping.‘ 


gets: ag a ara agfa: as fz cr- 
MTrefIaat Haat vafa aia gar 
SATU IATUAM BAA RUE AF- 
Aaa: 

Panai arisfa ata fate waa 
vatfara wraufaas: i 


3 See the Vahdbhdrata, xii., 6447. Ed. 


‘Sat TAR TRe: HaTTRTAR aya. 
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6. But then, granting that Pain may cease, on the cessa- 
tion of hope, yet how can there be happiness, in the absence 
of causes thereof? It is replied: That natural happi- 
ness, resulting from the predominance of Purity in the 
mind, which remains obscured by hope, itself resumes its 
influence, on the departure of hope; as is the case with 
the coolness of water which [supposed natural coolness] 
had been hindered [from manifesting itself,| by heat: 
there is not, in this case, any need of means. And it is 
laid down that precisely this is happiness of Soul. ? 


ce. Since it is an obstructer of Concentration, exertion 
with a view to experience is not to be made, since this will 
be effected quite otherwise; as he states :? 


fagaraaa fagar ara azar ararfast 
aranaan fafama act faararai afe- 
at ara cafeay: tt 

‘wamfagen gatas: wired ¢ 
aa: arrariratfefa | sad! faze ae 
Tura eapifaa aearrar fated 
fafa aeamnfana aargfas vata at 
vfaaenaaafefa A at ATeAaTaeT | 
vada wIMHARfayaa sa | 

? anfaaaaarencaista apy a 
HAMSAIT AEAUACATE I 
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AATHISha UTS Tat AIA tt 92 I 
Aph 12. [One may be happy,| even 


Eivevtioa need leis: without exertion ; like a serpent happy 
in another’s house. 


a. Supply, ‘he may be happy.’ The rest is simple. So 
it has been said :! ‘The building of a house 1s, assuredly, 
painful, and in no way pleasant. A serpent, having entered 
the dwelling made by another [e.g., a rat], does find 
comfort.’ ? 


6. From Institutes, and from preceptors, only the essence 
is to be accepted ; since, otherwise, it may be impossible 
to concentrate the attention, from there being, by 
reason of implications,®? discussions, &c., discrepancies in 
declared unessential parts, and from the multiplicity of 
topics. So he says: * 


FSU TEATS MNT ala BEAT lt 93 tt 


1 Quoted from the Mahdbhérata, xii., 6649. Ed. 
eel aafefa Wa: | TE ETA | ae 
we | “Terai fe ara a VATA HY VAT | 
aa: aad axA UiaI qaaa T 
3 Abhyupagama, ‘ acceptings’ (of positions, &c.). Ed. 
‘MAA FRT AT wa wrellsea- 


TTA ATET eh TRSATOATT saaragryar- 
UVIAA AHAAa AAarafeaine |i 
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. Aph. 138. Though he devote himself 
most ieelike eclecticism +. many Institutes and teachers, a 
taking of the essence [is to be made]; 

as 1s the case with the bee. 


a. Supply ‘is to be made.” The rest is simple. Thus 
it has been said: ‘From small Institutes, and from great, 
the intelligent man should take, from all quarters, the 
essence ; as the bee does from the flowers.’! 


4. Be the other means what they may, the direct posses- 
sion of Discrimination is to be effected only by intentness, 
through maintaining Meditation ; as he tells us:° 


TUR TAAaH aA TATRA: 1 98 


Aph. 14. The Meditation is not inter- 
rupted of him whose mind is intent on 
one object; like the maker of arrows.° 


Intentness on one object. 


a. As, in the case of a maker of arrows, with his mind 
intent solely on the making of an arrow, the exclusion of 


acetate A: | ATA | AGRA 
WMI ALMA UAT: ANAT AT | HAT? 
AITATATTAEDY TA AE! 

aeATAt Ga aM HaMaTAdaa a- 
artiaraaara faaanareearet ferearesta 
TUTE 


3 See the Mahdbhérata, xii., 6651. Ed. 
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other thoughts is not interrupted even by a king’s passing 
at his side, so, too, of him whose mind is intent on one 
point there is in no way an ‘interruption of meditation,’ 
i.e, a failure to exclude other thoughts.’ 


HAIMA Aa AtaAAT way 


Aph. 15. Through transgression of 
Rules not to be trans- bod ; ; ‘ 
gressed with umpunity, the enjoined rules there is failure in 
the aim ; as in the world. 


a, Whatever rule, for the practisers of Concentration, 
has been laid down in the Institutes, if it be transgressed, 
then the end, viz., the effecting of knowledge, is not 
attained. ‘Asin the world.” That is to say: just as, in 
ordinary life, if the enjoined procedures, &c., in regard toa 
medicine, or the like, be neglected, this or that effect 
thereof will not be obtained.* 


a 


TET WAT aa TAT OTT 
Tat madara a gerade daa 
vanarafaam wamty a aarfuefaa- 
wratfatagiotata ti 

2 Aniruddha reads FATAGHS. Eu. 


¢ ° . e . e 
3 NageSa is singular in here, apparently, adding, as an aphorism : 


ee oN 
DTA MATIN Al aA A A _ranta- 
Qe: | These words occur in the midst of Vijndna’s comment, 


and there introduce a quotation from the Mahdbhdrata. Ed, 


‘a andy Fat afta fraaaategya 
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6. He states, further, that, if the rules be forgotten, the 
end will not be gained :! 


afeeawasha AaTTT WI | 


Rules must not be Aph. 16. Moreover, if they be for- 
eda gotten ; asin the case of the female frog. 


a. Thisis plain. And the story of the female frog is this : 
A certain king, having gone to hunt, saw a beautiful 
damsel in the forest. And she, being solicited in marriage 
by the king, made this stipulation: ‘When water shall 
be shown to me by thee, then I must depart.’ But, on one 
occasion, when wearied with sport, she asked the king, 
‘Where is water?’ The king, too, forgetting his agree- 
ment, showed her the water. Then she, having become 
the she-frog Kdmaripini,? daughter of the king of the 
frogs, entered the water. And then the king, though he 
sought her with nets, &c., did not regain her.° 


sTafaeg area sat a ata! AHA | TAT 
ara Nase fafzquendtai w_a ae 
fates vata aaferra: 

 fATATACATU SATA AAAS I 


2 Probably this is an epithet, ‘changing one’s form at will,’ not a 
proper name. Eu. 


eta | MarTaqareaaar | afa- 
crat arat vat fafast qact aati caw tt 
a 4 Uat aramirara wifaat fAaa za 
Yel AT AI Asi Wewid qel Hal Wea- 
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6. He mentions a story with reference to the necessity 
of reflecting on the words of the teacher, as well as hear- 
ing them:' 


aaeraqusty’ FeHAAT watts 
fatratad 49 0 


aes Aph. 17. Not even though instruction 
s ar dats ’ be heard is the end gained, without re- 
flexion ; as in the case of Virochana.* 


a. By ‘reflexion’ is meant such consideration as deter- 
mines the import of the teacher’s words. Without this, 
though the instruction be heard, knowledge of the truth 
does not necessarily follow; for it is written, that, though 
hearing the instruction of Prajdpati, Virochana, as 


fafa waer qd asa ufearar waa 
west at aafafa | csifa aad fama 
WAALAT | aa: aT Aaraghedl BAe 
foal Hat vat wet fade | aa TWAT TT- 
attenuata a aataefeta 
‘WAUMARAANT AAA RITTIAAA 
sfagTaAre 
"8 Veddnti Mabédeva has simply AYUCMSTA. Ea 


3 The reading of Aniruddhais OQ]... Ld. 
& tJ 
4 See the Chhdndogya Upanishad, viii., viii., 4. Ed. 
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between Indra and Virochana, wanted discrimination, 
from want of reflexion :! 


VMAS tt 4G 


Aph. 18. Of those two, it [reflexion, | 


Of this further. ; 
was seen in the case of Indra [only]. 


a. Of those two who are mentioned, [indicated]| by the 
expression ‘of those two,’ reflexion [was seen, &.]. And, 
as between those two, viz., Indra and Virochana, reflexion 
was seen in the case of Indra: such is the meaning.’ 


6. And he tells us, that, by him who desires to under- 
stand thoroughly, attendance on the teacher should be 
practised for a long time :° 


pufaraaataaaniia aat fafetgar- 
MATAR Nl 9@ t 


UUTAN WearMaTaafauraat fa- 
aul a faataewaraaaasia qeqata- 
faaat arfia natadeaeaaaw satefazy- 
waaay fatwa wrawaraa farata- 
ATA TAG: tt 

 qaSISATWMATAA: WAL: | aarfr- 
fa aaa WTA Fel FEAT: I 

SVAN A TRAAT TEATS A- 
BATE It 
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The process requires Aph. 19. Having performed reverence, 
rune: the duties of a student, and attendance, 
one has success after a long time; as in his case. 


a. © As in his case.” That is to say: as in the case of 
Indra, so in the case of another, too, only after having 
practised, under a preceptor, reverence, study of the Vedas, 


service, &c., is there ‘success,’ i. e., the revelation of truth ; 
not otherwise. 


a arafaaat aracaad i 20 WW 


ia tena fends wees Aph. 20. There is no determination 


cess may embrace suc- of the time; as in the case of Vama- 
cessive states of being. d 3 
eva. 


a. In the arising of knowledge, there is ‘ no determina- 
tion of the time,’ as, for instance, in its taking place only | 
from causes dependent on the senses. ‘As in the case of 
Vamadeva. That is to say: as, in consequence of causes 
pertaining to a previous life, knowledge arose, in the case 
of Vamadeva, even when in embryo, so it may in the case 
of another.‘ 





‘aad sseqrrenta act mufaa- 
canada faferariantarata 
ATTATA: It 


2 Aniruddha seems to intend, as an aphorism, after No. 20, 


these words : alAcaR ASAATAHAA afaen- 
tlc{_ |. But perhaps there has been tampering with the text, on 
the part of copyists. Ed. 


3 See the Aitareya Upanishad, ii., iv.,5. Ed. 


- ofeaqarrateg Vadtarfestarea ait- 
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6. But then, since it is written, that the means of 
knowledge need be nothing other than devotion to those 
[viz., Brahmaé, &c.,| who [unlike the Absolute,] have 
Qualities, knowledge may result from this. Why, then, 
a hard and subtle process of Concentration? To this he 
replies:} 


PATS TATA GA AT- 
faq uw 29 


Aph, 21. Through devotion to some- 
Inferior means not . . 
alioyether unprofitable. thing under a superinduced form, 
[attainment to, or approach towards, 
knowledge takes place] by degrees ; as in the case of those 
who devote themselves to sacrifices. 


a, Supply ‘there is attainment.’ Through devotion to 
Souls, e.g., Brahma, Vishnu, Siva, Gade the forms 
superinduced on them, the effecting of knowledge takes 
place ‘by degrees,’ i.e., by the successive attainment of 


wafaaal are | aracaad | aradaet F- 
TAratigaaay mish qa Arateae- 
WIAA: It 


‘aa STM aTaaTaT aha aTaeaAaT- 
wad wa sa afaafa fara goatee. 
apraata | aaTE 


2 Here the aphorism ends, in my copies of Nagesv’s commentary, 
and also in some copies of Vijnana’s commentary which I examined 


in India, Ed. 
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the worlds of Brahm4, &c., or else through the purification 
of the Good principle, &c., but not directly; as is the 
case with sacrificers [ whose slaughter of animals, requiring 
to be expiated, throws them back, so far, in the road to 
emancipation]: such is the meaning.’ 


6. He tells us, that, moreover, there is no certainty that 
successive rise to the worlds of pEnne &ec., would effect 
knowledge: * 


satasarafa: wartaapra SAA: 
N22 I 


Aph. 22. Moreover, after the attain- 
Scriptural proof that ment of what|like the world of Brahma, | 


heaven gives not libera- —, : 
on is other [than the state of emancipated 


soul], there is return [to mundane 
existence|; because it is written [in the 5th Prapathaka of 
the Chhandogya Upanishad*|: ‘From conjunction with the 
five fires there is birth,’ &c. 


 fafefitaqasad | SuaRMeT: TRUTH 
area famne rela TRATATTATT mente. 
MATAHAT BATfSsi Al Arafearsg- 
fad aera arfaararfaad: 1 


‘searfestautarata arafacrat Ar 


fea fama zag tt 


x 
8 One of my copies of Aniruddha omits satu after Sef Ceeq{{Ht. 
Ed. 
4 This reference is taken from Vijndna, who, however, does not 
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a, He exhibits an illustration, to the effect that the 
effecting of knowledge takes place only in the case of 
him who is free from passion :! 


foward SagTAAaTea Ter CANTAT 
N23 


to eeea ee Aph, 23. By him who is free from 
pee re nee passion what is to be left is left, and 
what is to be taken is taken; as in the 

case of the swan and the milk. 


a. That is to say: only by him who is free from passion 
is there a quitting ‘of what is to be left,’ i.e., of Nature, 
&c., and a taking ‘of what is to be taken,’ i. e., of Soul; as 
it is only the swan,—and not the crow, or the like,—that, 
out of milk and water mingled, by means of leaving the 


unimportant water, takes the valuable milk,’ [as the Hindus 
insist that it does]. 


represent that the original of the words ‘From conjunction,’ &c., is 
found, literally, inthe Chhdndogya Upanishad. Ed. 


1 Ss SS < 
wiafasafatacacaaaa faetaate i 
2 Vijnina, according to some MSS, has, peculiarly, 24RTA- 
, “\ ° 
; and hi t, in those MSS., foll thi 
aac atelat ; and his comment, in those ollows this 


reading. Hd. 

 faraera fart aRerctat eau 
eal Waa sored wafaaa quna- 
DTHATATIAAAASaLAAArg ATVIA- 
alors CAAT AA HATTA: | 
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6. He tells us that both of these also take place in 
consequence of association with a perfect? man 2? 


AAANAA TAY? TIT 2B 0 


Aph. 24. Or through association 
with one who has obtained excellence ;4 
as in the case thereof. 


Benefit of good society. 


a. That is to say: moreover, from association with him 
by whom ‘excellence,’ i.e., excellence in knowledge, has 
been obtained, the aforesaid [discrimination] takes place ; 
just as in the case of the swan, [$ 23]; as, in the case 
of Alarka,* Discrimination manifested itself spontaneously, 
merely through simple association with Dattdtreya.' 


6. He tells us that we ought not to associate with those 
who are infected with desire :° 


a RTA Utd Teed WHAT’ Wu 1 

1 Siddha, Vide supra, p. 115, note 3. For the cognate siddhi, 
vide infra, p. 310, note 4. Kd. 

 faarRnAAedaga wading t 


3 Nageéa omits QT. Lu. 
4 See the Mdrkandeya-purdna, ch. xvi. Ed. 


MAT SATA ATAATET TAT ARATE 
wafa daqeagyl Waa caqTaass. 
aratea tad faaa: arquatefa u 

* aftagt A ara TUTE I 
7 Aniruddha has + WHRAHTA AT TGA: | 


Ed. 
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. Aph. 25. Not of his own accord 
Re ofunsuitable should he go near one who is in- 
fected with desire; like the parrot. 


a. Association is not to be made, voluntarily, with a 
person infected with desire. ‘Like the parrot.’ That 
is to say : just as the bird [called a] parrot, by reason of its 
being exceedingly beautiful, does not [by going near 
people,] act in arash manner, through fear of being 
imprisoned by those who covet it for its beauty." 


6, And he states the harm of association with those who 
labour under desire :” 


TUATSE? WHIT Ul 2G Ui 
Aph, 26. [Else he may become] 


bound, by conjunction with the cords ; 
as in the case of the parrot. 


Of this further. 


a. And, in the case of associating with those persons, he 
may becoine bound, ‘by conjunction with the cords,’ i.e., 
by conjunction with their Desire, &c., [the Qualities, 
punningly compared to cords]; just ‘as in the case of the 





‘UNI UA AAA: AA A Arar | 
Wad | WaT Wauet vawen ea Fat 
HAI + Hfa VAT saaTaE- 
fea: 

* wfTaHy a CTIATE tt 

3 All the commentators but Vijndna read “Ge8]!, instead of 


FSi. Ea. 
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parrot;’ that is to say, just as the bird [called a] parrot 
becomes bound by the cords, i. e., the ropes, of the hunter.’ 


b. He determines, by two [aphorisms], the means of 
[effecting] dispassion :? 


aaprermtantaad tl 29 0 


Aph. 27, Not by enjoyment is desire 


M. dispassion, ; 
eans of dispassion appeased ; as in the case of the saint. 


a. That 1s to say: as, in the case of the saint, Saubhari,® 


desire was not appeased by enjoyment, so, also in the case 
of others, it is not.’ 


d. But, further: ° 


SUISMATSHAAT: tl Bb tt 


Of this further. Aph, 28. From seeing the fuult of 
both. 


mages 


‘aut ay d seraradtacrnf eae 
ae: WrsHses VT WHat ary WT 
waiaEt rata aefere: A 


* SATU AAA Tatg EPATA 


3 See the Vishnu-purdna, Book iv., Ch. ii. and iii. Ed. 
‘aa aa: aaa THAT eT- 
aaqrata A Aadays: | 
ata at 
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a. That is to say: only ‘ from seeing the fault,’ e. g., of 
being changeable, of consisting of pain, &c., ‘ of both,’ 
i.e., of Nature and her productions, does the appeasing of 
desire take place; just as in the case of the saint [§ 27]. 
For it is written, that Saubhari, just from seeing the evil 
of society, was afterwards dispassionate.’ 


6. He tells us that incompetency even to accept in- 
struction attaches to him who is infected with the fault 
of desire, &c 3” 


a AfAAVART TTA AUT ISHAT lt 2e 


Agitation excludes tn- Aph. 29. Not in the case of him 
PO: whose mind is disturbed does the sced 
of instruction sprout ; as in the case of Aja. 


a. In him whose mind is disturbed by desire, &c., 
not even does a sprout spring up from that seed of the 
tree of knowledge which 1s in the shape of instruction. ‘ As 
in the case of Aja.’ That is to say: as not a sprout from 


‘wat: wafaaaraa: oftanfaag:at- 
maaifeatrerates triad afa- 
qaqa: | amife ageretarea war. 
ura waa 

* wmfeetataamraenaea saa ferar- 
TATE It 


a 
3 Vijnina, agreeably to some MSS., has Afaagaaer- 
Wey, One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has afta. Ea. 
A 
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the seed of instruction, though delivered to him by Va- 
sishtha, sprang up in the king named Aja, whose mind 
was disturbed by grief for his wife.’ ? 


6. What need of more?’ 


aMraaraata aferteaTad tt 30 tl 


Of this further. Aph. 30. Not even a mere semblance 
[of this true knowledge arises in bim 
whose mind is disturbed]; as in the case of a foul mirror. 


a, Even superficial knowledge does not arise, from 
instruction, in one whose mind is disturbed, through the 
obstruction caused by its wandering away, e.g., to other 
objects; as an object is not reflected in a foul mirror, 
through the obstruction caused by the impurities: such is 
the meaning.‘ 


waerEd BsarTqNe asi TATEA- 
sfa teTifenfaarae aa WAIT | 
aaah AA Ararat afa- 
VURATAITAAA ATT TAA TAG: 


2 See Kaliddsa’s Raghuvansa, Book viii. Ed. 
* fai AAT I 
‘satordaraay afaardaeraenta aT 
aa fauaracdarcfefi:: afaraereent Aa: 
— a utataata az- 
feara: i 
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6. Or, if knowledge should spring up in any kind of 
way, still it may not, he tells us, be in accordance with 
the instruction :! 


a assent’ agaat aga Wt 34 I 
Aph, 31. Nor, even though sprung 


Knowledge not neces. therefrom, is that [knowledge, neces- 
sarily pexfect knowledge. sarily,| in accordance therewith ; like 


the lotus. 


a. Though sprung ‘therefrom,’ 1.e., from instruc- 
tion, knowledge is not [necessarily,] in accordance with 
the instruction, in case this has not been entirely under- 
stood. ‘Like the lotus.2 That is to say: just as the 
lotus, though the seed be of the best, 1s not in accordance 
with the seed, when the mud is faulty. The mind of the 
student is compared to the mud* [in which the lotus-seed 
was sown |, 


afe ar quran fasaradt Tada aary- 
qenTyed 4 vafeane i 

2 Vedinti Mahddeva reads QSHRASING Ea, 

3 Aniruddha has ugarteaq . Ed, 

‘qemnguemmerdanta arretaenre- 
SUal a Hata AAA UTAT AUT | U*H- 
aq | aa aisteataaasta ugeraratara- 
SUdusgia A wata agteaa: | aK 
wild trataas i 
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6. But then, since the Soul’s end is, indeed, gained by 
[the attainment of] supernatural power in the worlds 
[$ 21. a.] of Brahma, &c., to what purpose is the effecting 
of knowledge, with so much toil, for liberation? To this 
he replies :! 


a ufaatist’ gaara fateaqare- 
fafaaa i 320 


Aph. 382. Not even on the attain- 
ment of glorification has that been 
done which was to be done; as 1s the 
case with the perfection‘ of the objects worshipped, as is 
the case with the perfection of the objects worshipped. 


Heaven not perfect 
bliss. 


a. Kiven though one attain to supernatural power, ‘ that 
has not been done which was to be done,’ 1.e., the end has 
not been gained ; because it is attended by the grief of de- 
ficiency and excess. ‘As is the case with the perfection 
of the objects worshipped.’ That is to say: as, though the 
possession of perfection [so called,| belongs to ‘ the objects 


1 


wa waaafetaauag ceardfaen 
faaqaaraal Wada Alara gtafaeay- 
CAA | ARTE It 


2 According to Nageéa and Vedanti Mahadeva, H{CJ®; and this 


bhita, a synonym of bhiuti, the former explains by aiswarya. See 
note 4, below. Hud. 


3 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha omits soft. Ed. 


4 Nagega, commenting on this aphorism, explains siddhi, here 
rendered ‘ perfection, by aiswarya, ‘supernatural power.’ Ed. 


BOOK IV., APH. 82. oll 


worshipped,’ i.e., to Brahma, &c., [still] that has not been 
done which was to be done; since it is written, that even 
these, while in the sleep of Concentration, &c., [still] 
practise Concentration, [from fear of losing what they have 
attained to]. Just in like manner is the case with him who, 
by the worship of these, has attained to their supernatural 
power. Such is the meaning.’ 


6. So much for the Fourth Book, that of Tales, in the 
Commentary, composed by Vijndna Bhikshu, on Kapila’s 
Declaration of the Sinkhya.? 


‘waaarisha aKa HaATaAT Arhet 
AAfAaTaAg:e AUaTATA | surafafsad 
qaaearai aaaai fafsarista a dF 
wa aaraty aiafaeret a PATA TATU | 
Ady AEUAAA OTAAeASITA A: | 

 efa faatafeaiatad arfasraraaa- 
VAST HT HTSATAReAT IAAT: | 


END OF BOOK IV, 


312 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS, 


BOOK YV. 


a eee) 


a. The tenets of his Institute are completed. Next is 
begun a Fifth Book, in order to set aside the primé facie 
notions of others in regard to his Institute. Among those, 
in the first place he disposes of the objection that the 
Benediction implied by the expression ‘ Well,’ in the 
first Aphorism [of Book I.], is purposeless :* 


ASA freranranetaraaas- 
fa nan 


Reasons for a Bene- Aph. 1. The [use of a] Benediction 
dictory Opening. [is justified] by the practice of the 
good, by our seeing its fruit, and by Scripture. 


a. The [use of a] Benediction, which we made, is proved 
to be proper to be made, by these proofs: such is the 


' equrafaard: GaTH: | za: at STS 
UU YaUaTAUad UAATATA BMCA | 
aaerareatsaread Way ad aTe- 
fararead aaTya 


2 Aniruddha has, instead of waifae, ufae . Vide supra, 
p. 310, note 2, for bhuti, Ed. 
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meaning. The word iéi is intended to preclude the expect- 
ation of any other reasons.’ 


b. He repels those who entertain the prima facie view, 
that what was asserted in the expression, ‘ because it 1s not 
proved that there is a Lord’ [see Book I., Aph. 92], is 
not made out ; because [forsooth,]| his existence is proved 
by his being the giver of the fruits of works : ° 


aacfufsad martacata:: Ha aeTS NS I 


Needles! ofa Aph. 2. Not from its [the world’s,] 

Lord. being governed by a Lord is there the 

effectuation of fruit; for it is by works [i.e., by merit and 
demerit,| that this is accomplished. 


a. That is to say: itis not proper [to suppose] the effec- 
tuation of the change [of the elements] into the shape of 
the [appropriate] fruit of works, on the ground that the 
cause is ‘ governed by a Lord ;’ because it is possible for 


A A 


‘ARAL UH Ad: VATU: ad- 
watfafettaa: | efaweat eaATTATAT- 
TATIATH: I 


wauteatta wee AAI BAT 
weldaa dafteatta 4 qaafyaearfac- 
atta lt 


$ For another rendering, see the Rational Refutation, &c., 
p. 78. Ed. 


4 Aniruddha’s reading is TRATHUTA:, and Vedénti Mahé- 


deva has VeTHMAAAT a: . Ed. 
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the fruit to be effected by the works [ie., the merit and 
demerit,| alone, which are indispensable ; [and, if we do 
make the additional and cumbrous supposition of a Lord, 


he cannot reward a man otherwise than according to 
his works].! ? 


6. He declares, further, in [several] aphorisms, that it 
is not the case that the Lord is the giver of fruit :° 


SANITAMT AUT THAT Ut 3 


Tie: ‘suppdied deed Aph. 3. [If a Lord were governor, 
would be selfish. then,| from intending his own benefit, 
his government [would be selfish], as is the case [with or- 
dinary governors| in the world. 


a. If the Lord were the governor, then his government 
would be only for his own benefit; as is the case [with 
ordinary rulers] in the world: such is the meaning. 


squats AM HARATATUNAR 
frufat waraaaa aaa Gefasata. 


erarfeaa: i 


2 See, for a somewhat different translation, the Rational Refuta- 
tion, &e., p. 78. Ld. 


aT Ueda A uedsdtare as | 


‘aura Saas ATAA- 
efyeta auifeaa: it 
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. 6. In reply to the doubt, ‘ grant that the Lord, also, be 
benefited: what harm ?’ he says: } 


MUHA ATA CATA lt 8 i 


Anes therefore, not Aph. 4. [He must, then, be] just 
a cae like a worldly lord, [and] otherwise 
[than you desire that we should conceive of him |. 


a. If we agree that the Lord, also, is benefited, he, also, 
must be something mundane, ‘ just like a worldly lord;’ 
because, since his desires are [on that supposition,] not 
[previously] satisfied, he must be liable to grief, &c.: 
such is the meaning.” 


6. In reply to the doubt, ‘ be it even so,’ he says :5 


arfeartaat atu uu 


The difficulty perhaps Aph. 5. Or [let the name of Lord 


originates in a mistaken 


expression, be] technical. 


a. If, whilst there exists also a world, there be a Lord, 
then let yours, like ours, be merely a tcchnical term for 


waaarggant: at afafery 
syle 

 PeTyyaettat waifanataea 
asta dard wreadaraaat qarfene- 
Srfema: i 

‘aaa vafaramagre i 
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that soul which emerged at the commencement of tha 
creation ; since there cannot be an eternal lordship, be- 
cause of the contradiction between mundaneness and the 
having an unobstructed will: such is the meaning.’ 


b. He states another objection to the Lord’s being the 
governor :* 


a umed ‘afafe: afafraaarcaara 
Ue 0 


Objection to there Aph. 6. This [ position, V1Z., that 

being a Lord. there is a Lord,] cannot be established 

without [assuming that he is affected by].Passion ; because 
that is the determinate cause [of all energizing. 


a. That is to say: moreover, it cannot be proved that he 
is a governor, unless there be Passion ; because Passion is 
the determinate cause of activity.* 


aac sts VelacAar eS VN YATATTs 
ofarra4rarawarataa vzaaTata aaa: 
frunfrecaraifacrfaaararqacate 
ay: tt 

* PATTTTAa ATTATATATE tl 

> AITPATH?: is the lection of Vedénti MahAdeva, in the 


text, and also in the comment. Ed. 


‘fa aunt fan arid fata 
waa we vfafraamcaafeare: tt 
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6. But then, be it so, that there is Passion in the Lord, 
even. ‘’o this he replies :} 


aeristy a faaTR to I 


This objection, further Aph. 7. Moreover, were that [ Pas- 
his objection, sion] conjoined with him, he could not 


be eternally free. 


a. That is to say: moreover, if it be agreed that there 
is conjunction [of the Lord] with Passion, he cannot be 
eternally free; and, therefore, thy tenet [of his eternal 
freedom | is invalidated.” 


b. Pray [let us ask], does lordship arise from the imme- 
diate union, with Soul, of the wishes, &c., which we hold to 
be properties of Nature, [not properties of Soul]? Or from 
an influence by reason of the mere existence of proximity, 
as in the case of the magnet? Of these he condemns the 
former alternative :° 





' AAA UTSHTaAL | ATE 

ITTaristt atizaama a fart a 
waraaa a faarcefatcaa: i 

pad fa mTAARarAefaaraifa- 
relat aTaTes WaAAaaITa | fH aTa- 
eraaftuandfatiaaara acaarfefa | 
ate Wel gaat ti 


318 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


Duraataarnarsrata: ut 


Objection, on one Aph. 8. If it were from the con- 
branch of'an alternative. +n etion of the properties of Nature, it 
would turn out that there is association, [which Scripture 


denies of Soul]. 


a. From the conjunction, with Soul, of ‘ the properties 
of Nature,’ 1.e., Desire, &c., Soul, also, would turn out 
[contrary to Scripture, | to be associated with properties.’ 


6. But, in regard to the latter [alternative], he says :° 


‘AATATATSRT TIAA Ue 


Ohjection, on the other Aph.9. If it were from the mere 
paanen, existence [of Nature, not in association, 
but simply in proximity], then lordship would belong to 
every one. 


ia < 
1 -amagAasiata: is the reading of Vijndna, in 


some MSS., and, in some, that of Nagesa, who, however, in others, 


omits dd . Ld. 
: qurama tiene: wee FPTARINTG 
SAE HTT: I 


* syaad waTz I 


4 Some MSS. of Vijnana exhibit, instead of VATATATAT ’ 
RATATAT. Zu 
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a. That is to say: if lordship is by reason of the mere 
existence of proximity, as in the case of the magnet 
[which becomes affected by the simple proximity of iron], 
then it is settled, as we quite intend it should be, that 
even all men, indifferently, experiencers in this or that 
[cycle of] creation, [may]| have lordship; because it is only 
by conjunction with all experiencers, that Nature pro- 
duces Mind, &c. And, therefore, your tenet of there 
being only one Lord is invalidated.’ 


b. Be it as you allege; yet these are false reasonings ; 
because they contradict the evidence which establishes [the 
existence of] a Lord. Otherwise, Nature, also, could be 


disproved by thousands of false reasonings of the like sort. 
He therefore says :° 


DaTUTATaTa afiats: 90 I 


. . Aph. 10. It is not established [that 
Denial that there is : 
any evidence ofa Lord. there is an eternal Lord]; because 
there is no evidence of it. 


aaa aaeifahrarararaT Weyd d- 
fe aqua aarti atau carafag- 
MAGA TATE fagnfaanitaeat- 
meq waa Agerfeastarfefa | ada 
wat efa vafaaraentatiad: 

* eureadbararanarafacad saan 
val wuIUdfauaahaga: wAAafy aT 
Td WR FIAT VTE I 
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a. Its establishment, i.e., the establishing that there is 
an eternal Lord. Of the Lord, in the first place, there is 
not sense-evidence ; so that only the evidences of inference 
and of testimony can be offered ; and these are inapplicable : 
such is the meaning.’ 


6. The inapplicability he sets forth in two aphorisms :? 


VATATATATTATAA 199 


pan ae ra eee Aph. 11. There is no inferential 
established by ference. proof [of there being a Lord]; because 
there is [here] no [case of invariable] association [between 
a sign and that which it might betoken]. 


a. ‘ Association,’ i.e., invariable concomitancy. ‘There 
is none; i.e., none exists, [in this case]. And so there is 
no inferential proof of there being a Lord; because, in 
such arguments as, ‘ Mind, or the like, has a maker, be- 
cause it isa product,’ [the fact of] invariable concomitancy’* 
is not established; since there is no compulsion [that 
every product should have had an intelligent maker]. 
Such is the meaning.* 





' ofafafarraciate: | sat aranmaet 
AM aTATAT VAT AAT AKG ad ya 
Wad TAG: I 

eae ofaareata FAPATA 


3 Vydpyatwa, here rendered, is regarded as a synonym of vydpti, 
by which sambandha, * association, is interpreted just above. Hence 
I have bracketed the words ‘the fact of Jd. 


‘aaa aifa: | spararstate: | aar z 
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6. Nor, moreover, he tells us, is there [the evidence of ] 
Testimony’ [to there being a Lord]: 


vatathy WUTAATAAST 0 92 0 


Denial that there ts Aph. 12. Moreover, there is Scrip- 
Scripture for tt. ture for [this world’s] being the pro- 
duct of Nature, [not of a Lord]. 


a. Scripture asserts, exclusively, that the world is the 
product of Nature, not that it has Soul for its cause.” 


b. He refutes, diffusely, by a cluster [of seven apho- 
risms|,* the opinion of an opponent in regard to that which 
was established in the first Section,‘ viz., ‘ Bondage 
does not arise from Ignorance,’ [conjoined with Soul}. 


aeerfea vada atarfeareqareacan. 
TAHA BTS Areal saATa ATT: i 
' AIT Wee Eas It 
‘yo ouTaaTaaela wfacfa a Aa- 
ARITUA | 


3 Read, instead of ‘by a cluster,’ &c., ‘by enunciations. Vide 
p. 264, note 4, supra. Ed. 


4 Pada, here used for adhydya, which the translator renders by 
‘Book.’ For the Aphorism referred to, and carelessly quoted in part, 
vide supra, p. 24. Ed. 


 aifamrat aa eta afeerfad weA- 
Ure ast wad faatta: Baga quate 
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afaaataarn fazer 93 tt 


Conjunction, in the Aph. 13. With that which is solitary 
could ba Hes there cannot be conjunction of the 


tion. property of Ignorance. 


a. Since Soul has no association [with anything what- 
ever],it is plainly impossible for it to be united with the 
property of Ignorance.! 


6. But then, [it may be replied,] what is to be asserted 
is, that the conjunction of Ignorance is simply through 
force of Ignorance [which is a negation, or nonentity]; 
and so, since this is no reality, there is no asscciation occa- 
sioned thereby. To this he replies ° 


TAT ASTRA AT ATTA Wt 98 


Aph. 14. Since the existence of this 
[alleged negative Ignorance] is esta- 
blished [only] on the ground of its [pretended] conjunction, 
there is a vicious circle. 


A suggestion repelled. 


a. And, if it is by the conjunction of Ignorance that 
Ignorance is established, there is ‘a vicious circle,’ [lite- 





‘fuagaa saaenfraafsaart: ar 
ara wade i 

 watqaranrearasrarn RATA 
Srowaitaats Aa as eal Aas h 


$ For a different translation of this Aphovism, and of what intro- 
duces and succeeds it, see the Rationul Refutation, &c., p. 257. Ed. 
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rally, a resting of each on the other, alternately], a rest- 
ing a thing on itself, or, in short, a regressus in infinitum.) 


6. In reply to the doubt [suggested by the Naiyayika], 
‘but then, as in the case of seed and sprout, the regressus 
in infinitum is no objection,’ he replies : * 


a dtargcararterencard: tl 9u i 


Aph. 15. It is not as in the case of 
seed and sprout; for Scripture teaches 
that the world has a beginning. 


The world has a be- 
ginning. 


a. There cannot belong to it such a regressus in infini- 
tum as that of seed and sprout; because there is Scripture 
for the fact that the mundane state of souls, consisting of 
all undesirable things, viz., Ignorance, &c., had a begin- 
ning. For we hear, in Scripture, that these cease to exist 
at the dissolution of all things, in profound sleep, &e. 
Such is the meaning.® 


6. But then, [you Vedantis will say], according to us, 
Ignorance is technically so termed, and is not, e.g., in 


‘afamarnefaafaal aeaareaaaa- 
ATHTAAAAATAMT Sha Ws: tt 

aq aisrgraeraen A cara. 
STE tt 

 Sargraeratea a atata qearai 
danrefegqreafaaryeny afeaad: | 
VATA AATAAAU EAA: 
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the shape, specified by the Yoga, of supposing what is not 
soul to be soul; and so, just like your ‘ Nature,’ since this 
[Ignorance] of ours has an unbroken eternity, though it 
be lodged in Soul,there is no disparagement of the solitari- 
ness thereof: in regard to this doubt, having deliberated 
on this artificial sense of the word ‘Ignorance,’ he objects 
to it: 


famrdisaa’ seraTanagy u 9% u 


Soul and knowledge Aph. 16. Then Brahma would be 
not identical, found to be excluded [from existence] ; 
because he is something else than knowledge. 


a. If the meaning of the word ‘Ignorance’ (avidyd) be 
only ‘otherness than knowledge,’ then Brahma, soul itself, 
would be found to be excluded, to perish, through his 
being annihilable by knowledge; since Ae is other than 
knowledge: such is the meaning.* [Further]: 


 PaATAata a UTtartsat Ad ATA- 
WANA MaAFSeRa AI FT Aaat WUr- 
aaeaTeATaHATY Aa AaWTArfedar Tas. 
fagasfa satagatetfafarssrai ufia- 
faaataenara fancy saat t 

2 One of my MSS, of Nigeéa has TERM. Ed. 


“a 
: -WEA-, found in some MSS. of Vijnana, is the reading of 
Aniruddha and of Nagesa. Ed. 


‘afe fagqranaarfagrmeaate aa 
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WATS ALAA | 99 Ul 


; Knowledge, not exe Aph. 17. Were there not exclusion, 
ing t 2, would 
resales, SS S~Sstten there would be resultlessness. 


a. But, if the existence of ignorance were really not 
excluded by knowledge, then there would be resultlessness 
of knowledge, because of its not debarring Ignorance, 


[which is the only result competent to knowledge]: such 
is the meaning.} 


6. He censures the other alternative,* [viz. that know- 
ledge might exclude Soul]: 


fara WTATSATA wt 


Aph. 18. If it [I[gnorance,] meant 
realest’ pee the being excludible by Knowledge, it 
nish, would be [predicable], in like manner, 

of the world, also. 


a. If, on the other hand, the being excludible by Know- 
ledge, in the case of the soul, which possesses properties, 





AAATIAAAT HAU AAAS AA ATT: 
vasid faafaarfeaa: 

‘afe afagreaafy fagqar a araa 
afe famqancafaafaadaanirarfe- 
aa: ll 


> UIA Tata kk 
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be, indeed, what is meant by the being Ignorance, in that 
case ‘the world,’ the whole mundane system, viz., Nature, 
Mind, &c., would, also, in like manner, be Ignorance. 
And so, the whole mundane system being merely Igno- 
rance, since the Ignorance would be annihilated by one 
man’s knowledge, the mundane system would become in- 
visible to others, also. Such is the import.’ 


agued arfertA” tt 9Q t 


Aph. 19. If it [Ignorance,] were of 
that nature, it would be something 
that had a commencement. 


The Veddnta theory 
sel/-contradictory. 


a. Or suppose it to be the case, that to be Ignorance 
means simply the being excludible by Knowledge, still 
such a thing could not have had an eéernal existence in 
souls [as held by Vedantis (see § 15, 4.)], but must have 
had a commencement. Jor it is proved, by such re- 





‘afe wafagqat saa ufafu qaraaa- 
afamaqud aa afd wa: wafaHr- 
CUTAN aIAra ya TT | AAT 
aifaanaaaaitagyd waa aaa 
faqrarareacta nasal a eaddfa ara: a 

2 Owing to a clerical defect, both my MSS. of NAgega’s work 


omit this Aphorism, and also much of the comment preceding and 
following it. Hd. 


BOOK, Vv. APH. 19, O27 


cited texts as, ‘Consisting of knowledge alone,’'* &c., 
that, at the time of the universal dissolution, &c., the soul 
consists of Knowledge alone. Such is the meaning. 
Therefore, it is settled that there is no other Ignorance, 
annihilable by Knowledge, than that stated in the Yoga 
system; and this is a property of the understanding 
only, not a property of the soul. 


5. By a cluster of [six] aphorisms,‘ he clears up the 
prima facie view of an opponent, in regard to that which 
was stated in the same Book [Book V., § 2], that Na- 
ture’s energizing is due to Merit: ° 





1 Brihaddéranyaka Upanishad, 11. 4,12; or Satapatha-bréhkmana, 
xiv., 5,4,12. Hd. 


3 Professor Gough has, ‘a pure indifference of thought.’ Philosophy 
of the Upanishads, p. 153. Ed. 


‘aad at aaT aufafeaqraraaaal- 
faaret aunft ae Ta: arfeaaa TRag 
aaafed wafa | fagraa warg- 
aafatt: waatet Tee fanranafae- 
fq: | ARATE TES AT REN RATT 
AAAI A a feu a a TRA sla 
faze | 

4 Read, instead of ‘ by a cluster,’ &c., ‘by enunciations.’ Ed. 
‘aaareana aafafaar weTavatatcta 
TSR AT UTA HATTA WAZA I 
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a warqara: vafaararataard tt 20 0 


Aph, 20. There is no denying Me- 
rit; because of the diversity in the 
operations of Nature. 


Merit ts undeniable, 


a. Merit is not to be denied on the ground of its being 
no object of senses because it is inferred; since, other- 
wise, ‘ the diversity in the operations of Nature’ [accommo- 
dating one person, and inconveniencing another,| would 
be unaccounted for: such is the meaning.’ 


6. He states further proof, also: ? 


vatafasrfetteateata: 29 t 


Aph, 21. It [the existence of Me 
Proofs of this. rit,| is established by Scripture, by 
tokens, &c. 


a. He shows to be a fallacy the argument of the oppo- 
nent, that Merit exists not, because of there being no 
sense-evidence of it: ° 


a faaa: DATUTAT AR ATT tl 22 Ul 


‘SUAAAIT VATIATaT aA arate WH 
faaray AfearaeTqaren acaaratte- 
ae: tt 

* DATUTATATE tt 

 TaaMiaeataratta awe eA- 
areata tt 
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Aph. 22. There is, here, no ne- 
Sense-evidence not the ; : 
only kind of evidence. cessity ; for there is room for other 
proofs. 


a. That is to say: there is no necessity that a thing of 
which there is no mundane sense-evidence must be non- 
existent ; because things are subject to other proofs. } 


6. He proves that there exists Demerit, as well as 
Merit :? 


DIAATAAA tt 23 


Demerit as certain as Aph. 23. It is thus, moreover, in 
it. 
= both cases. 


a. That is to say: the proofs apply to Demerit, just as 
they do to Merit. ® 


WATafSsaaArgTgG ray: i 2s it 
A ph. 24. If the existence [of Merit] 


pant Proof of each the he as of course, [because, otherwise, 
something would be unaccounted for], 
the same is the case in respect of both. 


a. But then, merit is proved to exist by a natural conse- 
quence in this shape, viz., that, otherwise, an injunction 





 qifsanaeprareeata efa faaat 
arf varurataty aarat fasdtacat- 
ferry: tt 

 waqeraata areata 

* UAACUHSaSA TATU: I 
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would be unaccounted for; but there is none such in re- 
spect of demerit: so how can Scriptural or logical argu- 
ment be extended to demerit ? If any one says this, it is not 
so ; since there is proof, in the shape of natural consequence, 
‘it is alike, in respect of both,’ i.e., of both merit and 
demerit ; because, otherwise, a profibifory injunction, such 
as, ‘He should not approach another’s wife,’ would be 
unaccounted for. Such is the meaning. ! 


6. He repels the doubt, that, if Merit, &., be ac- 
knowledged [to exist], then, in consequence of souls’ 


having properties, &c., they must be liable to modifi- 
cation, &e.:* 


WCRI TATSATA Ul Qu tt 


Aph. 25, It is of the internal organ’ 
eee Ge.,inkere in Tnot, of soul,| that Merit, &c., are the 
properties. 


‘aq faaaarquufsenaeareen wA- 
fafs: ata area efa ad Aiaferst- 
faeaisua gfa Wa aa: VATA ATT AT- 
VAMTAAad TAWA AIT 1S- 
fefa fanufaerqursacafeaa: u 

‘aa wairfea Sreftad afe cearai 
wirferaa ufiarararatatcarrg? aft 
eufa i 


8 The ‘great internal organ’ (mahat), called also buddhs, is here 
referred to. See Book I., Aph. 64, a. Aniruddha’s comment runs: 
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a. In the expression ‘&c.’ are included all those that 
are stated, in the Vaiseshika Institute, as peculiar qualities 
of soul.!? 


6. [To the objection, that the existence of an internal 
organ, as well as of the Qualities from which such might 
arise, is debarred by Scripture, he replies] : 


MUTA A ATA ATH: tt 2S At 
Aph. 26. And of the Qualities, &., 


The Qualities exist, there is not absolute debarment. 


though not in soul. 


a. The Qualities, viz., Purity, &c., and their properties, 
viz., happiness, &c., and their products, also, viz., Mind, &c., 
are not denied essentially, but are denied only adjunc- 
tively in respect of soul; just as we deny that heat [in red- 
hot iron,] belongs to the iron. ° 


6. In regard to the doubt, ‘ Why, again, do we not deny 


afavaaa lt armas faaqeafate 
WU | za. 

‘sfera antennae: aa wT 
Faster syera I 

2 Vide supra, p. 71, Aph. 61,8. Ed. 

‘ TUTat araralat ASATUT VT Aaretat 
amrararata agerdlat eaeaal aria 
aru: fa a deta wa Aaa aTUTsTATAT- 
ara i 
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them an essence, as we do to what is meant by the words 
sleep, wish, &c P’ he says: ' 


TATA AAA TIMMA aA: 29 I 


Wie: alone There ane Aph. 27. By a conjunction of the five 
gued. members [of an argumentative state- 
ment] we discern [that] Happiness [exists]. 


a. Here, in order to get a particular subject of his 
assertion, he takes happiness alone, one portion of the 
matter in dispute, as a representative of the entire matter. 
But the better reading is, ‘we discern [that] Happiness, 
&c., [exist].” The five members of an argumentative 
statement are the Proposition, Reason, Example, Syn- 
thesis [of the two premises], and Conclusion; and, by the 
‘conjunction,’ i. e., the combination, of these, all things, 
viz., Happiness, &c., are proved to exist. Such is the 
meaning. * 


I 


di Ut: Seud wa at a vata 
CANA TA fe IAA a eaTAHATATATE 


2 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha has -Walma . Ed, 
\ 


3 Nageéa has aaifedtata:, the lection which, according 
Xo) 


to Vijndna, is to be preferred. Ed. 

‘sa fafra uetacaa faarefaqa- 
HEN FRAT VEU AATIA AHA | 
aatfedtatafea cree aatdta: | aaT- 
aqara aw vfaaiederecaraaafan- 
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6. And the employment [of the argument] is this: 


(1) Pleasure is real ; 

(2) Because it produces motion in something. 

(3) Whatever produces motion in anything is 
real, as are sentient beings ; 

(4) And pleasure produces motion in things, in 
the way of horripilation, &c.: 

(5) Therefore, it is real.? 


v. But then the Charvaka, next, doubts whether there be 
any evidence other than sense-evidence; since [he contends, | 
there is no truth in the assertion [of an inductive conclu- 


sion|, that such and such is pervaded by such and 
such, &c.” 3 


qt BageUTR TATE: Ut I 


aaa aat Wraaararafanqwe4ns- 
fafetvam: 1 


‘paprara | ad ad | wafRaTa- 
foara | weeufmararfe aay Waar: | 
ueaTfeeara saat FATA | ATATA- 


feta i 


‘aa neerfata warmaa a vafa 
AAA AAS VaTH: YA WHAT I 


8 For the Charvakas’ rejection of the authority of inference, see 
pp. 5, et seqg., of the translation of the Sarva-darsana-sangraha by 
Professors Cowell and Gough. Ed. 
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The validity of infer- Aph. 28. Not from once apprehend- 
ss ai ing 1s a connexion established. 


a. That is to say : from once apprehending concomitance 
[of a supposed token and the thing betokened], a ‘ con- 
nexion,’ i.e., a pervadedness [or invariable attendedness 
of the token by the betokened, | is not established; and 
Jrequency [of the same apprehension] follows! [the rule of 
the single apprehension ; just as a thousand times nothing 
amount to nothing|. Therefore |argues the sceptic,]| 
since the apprehending of an invariable attendedness 
is impossible, nothing can be established by JLn/ference. 
[This] he clears up: ? 


fAATA ASIA ACHAT AT ATER: 
Ween 


Aph, 29. Pervadedness is a constant 
This point clearedup. consociation of characters, in the case 
of both, or of one of them. 


a. ‘Consociation of characters’, i. e., consociation in the 
fact of being characters [or properties of something]; in 
short, concomitancy. And so we mean, that that concomi- 
tancy is‘ pervadedness,’ [furnishing solid ground for infer- 


1 As suggestive of the correction here required, see Professor 
Cowell’s Aphorisms of Sdndilya, &c., p. 8, text and foot-note. Hd. 


‘ aR aTaEUTIaN Ura fata 
ae AAPA | Mal Af TVET 
aTTATaTatarStwas: | AATUS I 

3 Nagesa has, instead of f4Aq®?, TAAA. Ed. 
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ence], which is invariably non-errant, whether in the case 
of ‘both,’ the predicate and the reason, or in the case of ‘ one 
of them,’ the reason only. ‘Of both’ is mentioned with 
reference to the case of ‘equal pervadedness’: [e. g., every 
equilateral triangle is equiangular, and, conversely, every 
equiangular triangle is equilateral]. And the invariableness 
may be apprehended through an appropriate confutation 
[or reductio ad absurdum of the denial of it]; so that there 
is no impossibility in apprehending ‘ pervadedness,’ [and 
of inferring on the strength of it]. Such is the import.’ 
6. He declares that Pervadedness is not an additional 


principle, consisting, e. g., of some such power as is to be 
mentioned * [in § 31]: 


A AeA AMAA: | 30 Ul 


Aph. 30. It [Pervadedness,] is not 
Pervadedness not an ; . 
additional principle. [as some think (see § 31),] an addi- 


tional principle [over and above the 
twenty-five (Book I., § 61)]|; for it is unsuitable to postulate 
entities [ praeter rationem |. 


‘waafed waarat arfedt agart efa 
Aaq | AM BAG: ALATA THATS 
aaa a faadisattatrat a: az- 
aU a anfafmara: | saafifa aaa 
faual urea | faqaaaaaaa Ure 
afa a aifeaetera efa Ara: 

arfrawarunanieed werrat a 
WATIATE I 
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a. ‘Pervadedness’ is not an entity other than a fixed con- 
sociation of characters ; because it is unsuitable to suppose, 
further, some entity as the residence of what constitutes 

‘pervadedness.’ But we consider that what constitutes 
Dovadees belongs to aa things simply. Such is 
the meaning.! 


6. He states the opinion of others: ? 


fAATARAAATATAT: 34 


Wi AAeilon option Aph. 31. [But certain] teachers say 
regarding ‘Pervaded- that it [Pervadedness, | is [another prin- 
ness. ° ° °,e 

ciple, in addition to the twenty-five,] 
resulting from the power of the thing itself. 


a. But other teachers assert that ‘ Pervadedness’ is, 
positively, a separate principle, in the shape of a species of 
power, generated by the native power of the ‘pervaded.’ 
But [they continue, | ‘ Pervadedness ’ is not simply a power 
of the [pervaded] thing itself; else it would exist wherever 
the thing is, [which ‘pervadedness’ does not do]. For 
smoke, when it has gone to another place [than the point 
of its origination], is not attended by fire; and, by going 
into another place, that power is put an end to. Therefore 
[contend these teachers,| there is no over-extension in the 


' faaaunarteattatca aq afr 4- 
afa anfraraaa aaaista aerate. 
aid | wear ferraa vq ofa 
aradtaagT: i 

* OLATATES lt 
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above-stated definition; for, according to our doctrine, the 
smoke [which betokens fire ]is to be specialized as that which 
is at the time of origination. Such is the import.’ 


THAN Har eta asafaT: i 32 1 


Aph. 32. Panchasikha? says that it 
[‘Pervadedness,’| is the possession of 
the power of the sustained. 


_ Opiraion of Pancha- 
stkha 


a. That is to say : Panchasikha holds that perradingness 
1s the power which consists in being the sustainer, and that 
‘ Pervadedness ’* is the having the power which consists in 
being the sustained ; for Intellect, and the rest, are treated 
as being pervaded [or invariably attended,]| by Nature, «c. ;* 


Sut Aaa aw autand wths- 
farqed qeararag arfafcare: | fasry- 
faa ¢ aragaearfaaar a ante | ea 
AVIA YA AVATIT EMT ATAAA 
wal waanad za araanausfaarty: 
aad qufaanarataaaa wat faraway 
fa ara: i 


2 The translator’s ‘the Panchasikha’ I have everywhere cor- 
rected. Ed. ; 


3 This is to render vydpyatwa, on which vide supra, p. 320, 
note 3. Ld. 


‘genfey nqarfeqraaaaetcernt- 
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[and this means that each product, in succession, is sus- 
tained by what precedes it in the series]. 


6. But then, why is a ‘power of the sustained’ postulated ? 
Let ‘ Pervadedness’ be simply an essential power of the 
thing pervaded. To this he [Panchasikha, | replies :! 


a equunfatiaa: Uae a: lt 33.0 


fee org Aph. 33. The relation is not an es- 
ee y® sential power; for we should have [in 
that case,| a tautology. 


a. But ‘the relation,’ viz., ‘Pervadedness,’ is not an 
essential power; for we should [thus] have a tautology ; 
because, just as there is no difference between ‘ water-jar ’ 
and ‘jar for water,’ so, also, there is none in the case of 
‘Intellect ’ and ‘what is Pervaded’ [by Nature, of which 
Intellect consists]. Such is the meaning.’ 


amfearaaaaamfaaed a aah. 
fa usaf eRTa: 1 

‘aaranta: fad aud) ara 
aaa: Seanfata Bra | TATE t 

2 Aniruddha and Vedénti Mahadeva read TPRUNT Al A- 
UAi. Ed. 

Vaeantaead frat anfra aafa ui- 
ARRIURES HAT efrrgfesiraarary. 
Used: tl 
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6. He himself explains the ‘ Tautology :?} 


fATAUMIAGAAAA: ll 38 I 


Aph. 34. Because we should find the 
distinction unmeaning; [as Intellect does 
not differ from Nature at all, except as does the sustained 
from the sustainer']. 


The reason why, 


a. This is almost explained by the preceding aphorism.” 


6. He [Panchasikha,]| mentions another objection :° 


uaaifesraqqqasy Ww 3u i 


Aph. 35. And because it [ Pervaded- 
A further reason. ness,| would not be reconcilable in 
shoots, &c. 


a. Because shoots, &c., are invariably attended [at their 
origination, | by trees, &c. But this cannot be called simply 
an essential power [in the shoot]; because, since the essen- 
tial power [that which belongs to the shoot as being a shoot, | 
does not depart, even in the case of an amputated shoot, we 
should, even then, find it attended [by the tree, which, how- 
ever, no longer accompanies it|. Such is the sense. But 
the power [(see § 32), which consists in having the 


‘ gael aaag faquifa | 
‘qaayq wa yrearaarafaer tt 
* CAUTATATE I 


4 Aniruddha omits “@. Ed. 
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character] of the ‘sustained ’ is destroyed at the time of 
amputation ; so that there is no ‘ Pervadedness’ ¢hen. Such 
is the import.’ 


6. But then what? Panchasikha says that ‘ Pervaded- 
ness’ is not a result of any essential power. Then, since 
smoke is not sustained by fire [see § 32, where he contends 
that ‘sustainedness’ is what really expresses pervasion |, 
it would turn out that it [viz., smoke,] is no¢ [as token of 
something that is betokened,] wccompanied by fire. To this 
he says: ? 


saufataa faauheart: BATA 
aT | 3% Ul 


| Aph. 36. Were it [thus] settled that 

Resi iA rae would it is a power of the ‘ sustained,’ then, by 
the hke argument, its dependence on 

an essential power, [us pretended by the heterodox teachers 


a A ain neve reer See ae es 


‘uaarfes aaifearaarteat | Seay 
faart q am aaa a cata faar- 
aasfa Waeuracaada aematafa ar 
yaaa: | santa wearat fa- 
avfa a acl arfatefa ara: 

aq fa otras faaereat anfata 
Arad afg wet ARUN ARTTaTSRaaT- 
warafatifa | aaE 
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referred to in § 31, might be proved, also; and thus 
the argument proves nothing, since it proves too 
much ]. 


a. That is to say: ‘were it settled’ that ‘a power of the 
sustained ’ constitutes the fact of ‘ Pervadedness,’ it would 
be really settled ‘by the like argument,’ i.e., by parity of 
reasoning, that the fact of ‘ Pervadedness’ results from 
essential power, also, [§ 31, a.]." 

6. It was with a view to substantiate what was stated 
[in § 27], viz, that the Qualities, and the rest, are esta- 
blished [as realities,] by the employment of the five- 
membered [form of argumentative exposition |, that he has 
repelled, by an exposition of ‘ Pervadedness,’ the objection 


to Inference as evidence, [or as a means of attaining right 
notions |.” 


c. Now, in order to establish the fact that «words, of 
which the five-membered [exposition] consists, are genera- 
tors of knowledge, the objection of others to a word’s being 
a means of right knowledge,’ in the shape of [the objection 


‘smarasitafae faauvarratsta 
atiwad fas wa aaraararg fara 
fea: i 

’ waraaaarnaurfeatatcia wes ag 
auTeata UetaaaaATAATAMTATLa FT- 
YRATTETA It 


3 ‘Being a means of right knowledge’ here renders prdmdnya, 
renresented. iust: before. bv ‘as evidence.’ Ed. 
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of] its being inadequate, is disposed of, by means of an 
exposition of the powers, &c., of words :! 


ATUAT ARTS: Aaa” WVTAAY: tl 39 i 


Aph. 37. The connexion between 
word and meaning is the relation of 
expressed and expresser. 


Sound and sense. 


a. To the ‘meaning’ belongs the power termed expres- 
sibleness; to the ‘ word,’ the power termed expression : sim- 
ply this is their ‘connexion;’ their interrelation, as it were.* 


' Sela UNTAAARANTNA ATAaAAaal- 
quad wematfefaaata aeaaufwed 
TEATAUT Ua ATIHAATAT It 

? ATMATATAMRAART: is the reading of Aniruddha, Ed. 


3 Instead of ‘simply,’ &c., read, ‘this itself is their connexion, 
such [a connexion] as [is seen] in anatheticity.’ 
The ‘connexion’ in question is the swartpa-sambandha, for which 
see Professor Cowell’s translation of the Ausumdnjali, p. 13, note ft. 
A better reading than the one which Dr. Ballantyne accepted from 
me is, certainly, that which omits the clause rendered, ‘to the word, 
the power termed expression.’ According to Nagesa, ‘the expressi- 
bleness inherent in the meaning is the connexion [intended]’: 


Bad araraaarinaraaay: | 


Anuyogin and anuyogitd, as Professor Cowell informs me, are the 
opposites of pratiyogin and pratiyogitd, which latter I would repre- 
sent, provisionally, by ‘antithetic’ and ‘ antitheticity.’ 

Pratiyogin, a very much commoner technicality than anuyogin, 
occurs in the comment on Aph. 95 of this Book. It must suffice, 
here, toe add, that, as I learn from Professor Cowell, the anuyogin, 


BOOK V., APH. 38. 043 


From one’s knowing this [connexion between a given 
word and meaning], the meaning is suggested [or raised 
in the mind,]| by the word. Such is the import. 


6. He mentions what things cause one to apprehend the 
powers” [in question]: 


fafa: daqefate:’ tt 3b 


Aph, 38. The connexion [between a 
Sense of words how . . , 
ieeened word and its sense| is determined by 
three [means]. 


a. That is to say: the connexion [just] mentioned [in 
§ 37,] is apprehended by means of these three, viz., 
information from one competent [to tell us the meaning], 
the usage of the old man [whose orders to his sons we hear, 
and then observe what actions ensue, in consequence (see 
the Sdahitya-darpana, § 11)], and application to the same 
‘thing which has a familiar name,' [whence we gather the 
sense of the less familiar synonym]. 


or ‘anathetic,’ of ghatdbhdva, ‘non-existence of a jar, is ghatd- 
bhdva itself, and the prutiyogin, or ‘antithetic, of ghatdbhdva is 
ghata, ‘jar. Ed. 

SE ATaTATRAT THR: We, TT HATRAT 
what a aa: daantsqatitarad | 
ASHTAT SV AT aT aaa Tae: 

* QT ATSAATMATE A 

8 Aniruddha has MARAE. Ee. 

‘ATMA IN FaTsIVt: Uaaca4rarar- 
frarmafmadhatreataat yeaa FAG: I 
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a ata faqa BAA TNATT Ul 3e | 


Aph. 39. There is no restriction to 

Imperatives and pre- ; 

licatbns FS*é«CWhaatt: igs to be done; because we see it 
both ways. 


a. That is to say: and there is no necessity that this 
apprehension of the powers [§ 37,] should occur only 
in the case of ‘something [directed ] to be done ;’ because, in 
[the secular life and dealings of ] the world, we see the usage 
of the old man, &c., [§ 38,] in regard to what is not to 
be done [being something already extant], also, as well as 
in regard to what is to be done.! 


aa UAT Ferqudifa:’ wu go i 


Aph. 40. He who is accomplished in 


Scriptural and secue the gecular [connexion of words with 
lar senses of words the 


same. meanings} can understand the sense 


of the Veda. 


a. Here he entertains a doubt :4 


‘aa wae: aa va vadifa faaat 
aft ala atdaearasta aearqercfe- 
ewaferry: 

2 Aniruddha reads MARITAL. Ed. 


8 Vijnina is singular as regards the lection Watfa:, 
~ 
instead of -Vdta:. Ed. 


‘aa WE 
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a fafiqareaaereesr aeqendifea- 
MTT 89 tt 


Pree Aph. 41. Not by the three [means 

mentioned in § 38, objects some one, can 

the sense of the Veda be gathered]; because the Veda is 
superhuman, and what it means transcends the senses. 


a. Of these he first repels the assertion, that what is 
meant [by the Veda] is something transcending the 
senses :” 


a Wate: weaal Wad afrearat WW 82 I 


Aph. 42. Not so [1.c., what 1s meant 
by the Veda is not something transcend- 
ing the senses]; because sacrificings, &c.,are, in themselves, 
what constitutes merit, preeminently. 


This cleared up. 


a. What is asserted [in § 41,] is not the case; since 
sacrificings, gifts, &c., in the shape, e.g., of the re- 
linquishment of some thing for the sake of the gods, 
are really, in themselves, ‘what constitutes merit,’ i.e., 
what is enjoined by the Veda, ‘preeminently,’ i.e., be- 
cause of their having preeminent fruit. And sacrificings, 
&c., since they are in the shape of wishings, &c., [of 
which we are perfectly conscious,| are not something 
transcending intuition. But ‘what constitutes merit’ 
[which the objector supposes to transcend intuition,] does 
not belong to something mysterious that resides in sacri- 


1 Aniruddha exhibits the reading Aca Udi fea- 
aT - Ed. 
* aardtfgardtaaret facta i 
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ficings, &c., whence what is enjoined in the Veda must be 
beyond intuition. Such is the meaning.’ 


h. He repels also what was asserted [in § 41], viz., that, 
inasmuch as it [the Veda, ] is superhuman, there can be no 
instruction by any competent person,? [in regard to its 
import: 


fantasia waa ll 83 i 


Aph. 43. The natural force [of the 
analedge ofthe Veda terms in the Veda] is ascertained 
raditwnal. : 

through the conversancy [therewith of 
those who successively transmit the knowledge]. 


a. But then, still, how can there be apprehension of the 
sense of Vaidic terms, in the case of gods, fruits [of ac- 
tions], &c., which transcend sense? To this he replies : 


age da at Cadiessacararnfiee- 
UA UNTAte: ead wa yard aAcfa- 
feat ‘afyeqrmaenmaard | aarfea 
Tarfeaunradifeaa | aq aarfefa- 
qa wars a aefaferenratheaen 
wifeaa: it 

* german eagraaraaedwya eta a- 
efa facraafa tt 


aq amudifeucqaraaties ay 
faael afearerat Sq | aate | 
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aWaaray vattasataarateara: ut 8s u 


Aph, 44, This really takes place; 

ge because they [viz., the words,] give 

rise to knowledge, in the case both 

of things adapted [to sense] and of things not [so] 
adapted. 


a. He defines the peculiarities which belong to words, 
just because this matter is connected with the question 
of the power of words to cause right knowledge: * * 


a fared derat ata: uu gu i 
Aph. 45. The Vedas are not from 


eternity ; for there is Scripture for their 
being a production. 


Eternity of the Vedas 
denied. 


a. Then are the Vedas the work of [the Supreme] Man? 
To this he replies, ‘No’: 5 


HT UTRa ae AAG: TRUITT Ul BE 





° a, 
1 Aniruddha, according to one of my MSS., has ate ee 
Ed. 


 TROTAgMNSAa Tend farwaa- 
wrcata tt 
3 * Power to cause right knowledge’ isto render prdmdnya. Ed. 


S 
One of my MSS., of Aniruddha originally had aay. 
Ed 


‘afte fai aiedar der: | Aare 
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Aph. 46. They [the Vedas,] are not 

aut, “ord nt 8 the work of [the Supreme] Man; be- 
cause there 1s no such thing as the 

[Supreme] Man, [whom you allude to as being, possibly, | 


their maker. 
a. Supply, ‘because we deny that there is a Lord.” 
[This is] simple. 


6. Adverting to the anticipation that there may be 
some other author, he says 3° 


AMIARAMATA AAT Wi 89 | 


Aph. 47. Since the liberated is un- 

of the Vale ““"r* suited [to the work, by his indif- 
ference], and the unliberated is so, 

[by his want of power, neither of these can be author 


of the Vedas] .‘ 


a. But then, in that case, since they are not the work of 
[the Supreme] Man, it follows that they are eternal. To 
this he replies :° 


aTaTRa aaa RTeITT Ul YE Ut 


1 Vide supra, p. 112, note 3. Ed. 

Saunfaaanfefa we: | WTA 

MUL: HAT AAAATATHTATATE 

4 See Book I., Aph. 98 and 94, at pp. 113, 114, supra. Ed. 

 waqanedaaraaaaaraa | a 
WE 
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Aph, 48, As in the case of sprouts, 
&e., their eternity does not follow from 
their not being the work of [any Supreme] Man. 


a. [This is] plain. 


An sllustration. 


6. But then, since sprouts, &c., also, just like jars, &c., 
are productions, we must infer that they are the work of 


[the Supreme| Man. To this he replies :? 


arate agit ewarutfenate: ve i 


. Aph. 49. Were this the case with 
ee ee ieee. alo; [i.c., if it were the case 
that vegetables were works], we should 

find a contradiction to experience, &ec. 


a. It is seen, in the world, as an invariable fact,? that 
whatever is the work of Man is produced by a dody. This 
would be deburred, &c., were the case as you contend ; 
[for we see no emdodied Supreme Man to whose handiwork 
the sprouts of the carth can be referred]. Such is the 
meaning.‘ 


6. But then, since they were uttered by the Primal 


Re 
‘aaguifecata aaa aerfequres 
GAATAaA | TATE 


3 ‘ Tnvariable fact’ is to translate vydpli. Ed. 


‘gaiead awitivaatafa anfaara 
ZUTl ae araiterad afa warfeay: 1 
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Man, the Vedas, moreover, are, really, the work of [the 
Supreme] Man. To this he replies :) . 


afmagesta aarqfenaarad aise. 
WA iyo 0 


Galvani weolnlary Aph. 50. That [only] is Man’s work, 

ana Work, in respect of which, even be it 
something invisible, an effort of understanding takes 
place.” 


a. Asin the case of what is visible, so, too, in the case 
of what is invisible, in respect of what thing there takes 
place ‘an effort of understanding,’ i.e., a consciousness 
that Thought preceded,* that thing alone is spoken of as 
Man’s work: such is the meaning. Thus it has been re- 


‘ warferentaftaareer ata areaat 
Vaniz ii 


2 Read: ‘ Even where an invisible [originator] is in question, that 
[thing] in respect of which there arises the idea of [its] being made 
is [what is meant by] a production by a person.’ 

Aniruddha, Nagega, and Vedanti Mahadeva agree in supplying 
kartari after adrishte. Sd. 


8 Instead of Vijndna’s expression, ‘the idea of [its] being pre- 


ceded by consciousness,’ Nagega has: afeudaqnavare:, 
‘the idea that [its] being made was iteceded by sousciouaticss: 1,€., 
the notion that it was produced aforethought. 

Vedanti Mahadeva impliedly contrasts with a jar, as being a pro- 
duction of an intelligent and self-conscious maker, a sprout, which 
originates as a factor of a series of causes and effects alternating from 
the time when vegetation was first evolved. Also see the two 
aphorisms preceding the one commented on. Ed. 
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marked that a thing is not Man’s work merely through its 
having been uttered by Man; for no one speaks of the 
respiration during profound sleep as being Man’s work, 
[or voluntary act]. But what need to speak of antece- 
dence of Understanding? The Vedas, just like an expi- 
ration, proceed, of themselves, from the Self-existent, 
through the force of fate, wholly unpreceded by thought. 
Therefore, they are not [a Supreme] Man’s work.!? 





‘ge zareusty uferaata aaafaa- 
faudaafeatad aca creaafafa wa- 
fad saa: | Cage vata! a Tearafca- 
ATATAN Teta varaaraat: qytwar- 
ataat: uteaaaaraqerarard | fa aq 
qferaaaa | aed faaeaeareeanr- 
CaSAaaH VF AIA: AATNISTA vata 
Nal A a ARIAT: 


2 Instead of ‘a thing is not Man’s work,’ &c., I have translated, 
in the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 65: ‘ Not from the mere fact of 
[its] being uttered by a person [can one say there is} producedness 
[of a thing] by [that] person; since it is not the wont to speak of the 
respiration of deep sleep as the production of a person: but, by [reason 
of its] production consciously, [a thing is said to be produced by a 
person]. The Vedas, however, just like an expiration, and by virtue 
of desert [of souls], issue, spontaneously, from Brahma, without ever 
being consciously produced [by him]. Hence they are not productione 
of a person.’ 


Dr. Ballantyne was misled by the full stop mistakenly put, in my 
edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya, before ta dq. Ed, 
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6. But then, in that case, since they are not preceded 
by a correct knowledge of the sense of the sentences,’ the 
Vedas, moreover, like the speech of a parrot, can convey 
no right knowledge.? To this he replies *: 


fasmarhiara: Ga: WATT 49 I 


Aph. 51, They are, spontaneously, 
conveyers of right knowledge, from 
the patentness of their own power 
[to instruct rightly]. 


The Vedas their own 
evidence. 


a. That is to say: the authoritativeness® of the very 
whole of the Vedas is established, not by such a thing as 
its being based on the enouncer’s knowledge of the truth, 
but quite ‘spontaneously ;’ because, as for the Vedas’ 
‘own,’ i.e., natural, power of generating right knowledge, 
thereof we perceive the manifestation in the invocations® 
[which produce the result promised], and in the Medical 


1 Read, instead of ‘since they are,’ &c., ‘since the true sense of 
their sentences was not originated consciously.’ Ed. 


* The implied ‘power to convey right knowledge’ represents 
eG kd. 


* Taq TAT ATT AAT ATT HAT AAT 
WAT Felataty WTA a TATA | TATE 


4 Vedanti Mahadeva has the reading faamentias:, 
and comments accordingly : Fann aiaaaafan- | 
Waitara: Tavita Ta: | za. 


® Asin the aphorism, prdémdnya, which, soon after, is rendered 
by ‘validity.’ Hd. 


6 Mantra, a word of various meanings. Ed. 


BOOK V., APH. 52. 300 


Scripture, [the following of which leads to cures], &c. 
And so there is the aphorism of the Nyiya [Book II., 
§ 68']: ‘And [the fact of] its being a cause of right know- 


ledge, like the validity of invocations, and the Medical 
Scripture,’ &c.’ 


6. In regard to the proposition [laid down in § 26, viz. |, 
‘And of the [existence of the] Qualities, &c., there is not 
absolute debarment,’ there was duly alleged, and developed 
{under § 27], one argument, viz., by the establishing the 
existence of Happiness, &. Now he states another 
argument in respect of that® [same proposition | : 


aaa: Tat FNHAT Ul ue 


Ciition eventine Aph, 52, There is no Cognition of 
of vaistence. what is no entity, as a man’s horn. 


eee 


1 The correct reading of the aphorism 1s AaaTaeqTs 
COTA ATRAATATUATA | 2 


aera fant cqrufaat at qaraara- 
WATT AaAAererahrapHewa- 
wpefenaeraaa aa wa wate faeata 
aq aRIUAAAMAfeTaa: | AIT a 
WAAAA | AaAAaCUIAWTTY AMTAT- 
wafata 1 

TUrdtat a ataarare efa ofaarai 
aaa aufefastuat eeu: wo- 
faa | aad AAA SATAN I 
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a. Be it, moreover, that the existence of pleasure, &c., 
is proved by the reasoning [under § 27]; it is proved by 
mere consciousness, also. Of pleasure, &c., were they 
absolutely nonentities, even the consciousness could not be 
accounted for; because there is no cognition of a man’s 
horn, and the hke, Such is the meaning.’ 


6. But then, [interposes the Naiydyika,| if such be the 
case, let the Qualities, &c., be quite absolutely real; and 
then, in the expression ‘not absolute debarment’ [in § 26], 
the word ‘absolute’ is [superfluous, and, hence, | unmean- 


ing. To this he replies :° 


qt Mat ATMETATT tus 1 


Aph. 53. It is not of the real [that 
there is here cognizance]; because 
exclusion is seen [of the Qualities ]. 


The pia &v., not 
ubsolutety real, 


a. It is not proper [to say], moreover, that the cogni- 
zance of the Qualities, &c., is that of the absolutely real ; 
because we see that they are excluded [and not admitted 


‘Sarat aaasaraada aarfefafast- 
wararefa afefe: | seraTaed qaretai 
waaq alarad aurgratareranfe- 
aa: tt 

wad murfetad VG Vad au a 
TMAIATITY waaAaedqufata | GATE ti 
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to exist,] at the time of destruction [of the mundane 
system], &c.! 


6. But then, even on that showing, let the world be 
different both from real and from unreal; nevertheless, the 
demurring to absolute debarment [in § 26,] is untenable. 
To this he replies :” 


ara atta ATA wus tl 


A Vedéntie advance Aph. 84. It is not of what cannot be 
meg [intelligibly] expressed [that there is 
cognizance]; because there exists no such thing. 


a. And there takes place, moreover, no cognizance of 
such [a thing| as is not to be expressed as either existing 
or not existing ; ‘ because there exists no such thing,’ i.e., 
because nothing is known other than what exists or what 
does not exist: such is the meaning. The import is, be- 
cause it is proper to form suppositions only in accordance 
with what is seen.® 





waa sa TATeHta A Aa faat- 
NifA AUEVATT 

‘aaqaty wean fade wiwad a- 
qraaaarataarqaararea | AaTE tl 

‘aagaaaa wisasaty arewarta 
wa A Med AeHTataMcafaaawanfere- 
fiaa: | geTaanaa Fata atfaat- 
fefa ara: | 
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b. But then, on that showing, do you really approve 
of [the Nyaya notion of] ‘cognizing otherwise,’ [or our 
fancying that nature to belong to one, which belongs to 
another]? He replies, ‘No’ :! 


areata? Aaa ATaTATA’ tt uy tt 


Aph. 55. There is no such thing as 
cognizing otherwise [or cognizing that 
as belonging to one, which belongs to another|; because 
your own proposition is self-destructive. 


A Nydya view rejected. 


a. This, algo, is not proper [to be said], viz., that one 
thing appears under the character of another thing [e.g., 
a rope, under the character of a serpent, for which it may 
be mistaken, in the dusk]; ‘ because your own proposition 
is self-destructive.’* Of another nature [e.g., snakehood ], 
in a different thing [e.g., a rope], equivalence to a man’s 
horn, is [what is virtually] expressed by the word ‘ other- 
wise’ [than the truth; both a man’s horn, and the pre- 
sence of snakehood in a rope mistaken for a snake, being, 
alike, otherwise than real]; and [yet] its cognition [thus] 
otherwise is asserted, [as if that could be cognized which is 
equivalent to what can not be cognized|: hence your own 


1 —“ ¢ th bison aa —~ 
Tag THAMATATATART | AAT 1 
2 Dr. Goldstiicker, in his Sanskrit Dictionary, erroneously speaks 
of anyathd-khydti as if it were a technicality of the Sankhya 


philosophy, and quotes, by way of proof, the aphorism to which this 
note is appended. Hd. 


3 In one of my MSS. of Aniruddha was, originally, ATT, 
\ 


instead of “STAT aT - Ed. 


4 See Book III., Aphorism 66, at p. 267, supra. Ed. 
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proposition is self-destructive. For even those who con- 
tend for ‘cognizing otherwise’ [as one mode of cognition, | 
declare that the cognition of what does not exist is impos- 
sible. Such is the meaning.’? 


b. Expounding what he had said above, [in § 26,] ‘not 
absolute debarment,’ he sums up his doctrine :' 


RCAAASTUATATATA Ut US 


Beas Aph. 56. They [the Qualities,] are 

oe cognized rightly or wrongly, through 

their being denied and not denied [appropriately or other- 
wise]. 


a. All the Qualities, &c., ‘are cognized rightly and 


FUGA Vad ata a 7a S- 
qaUadTd | WAAR Fada 
AAVUIILATAMASAaT FT AI AAA 
efa Say Ua Deda | Waa ATATEATA- 
wmaqentaarfetacta aaqarfeaqu: i 


2 The text followed, in this paragraph is, throughout, very 
inferior; and the rendering of it also calls for some alteration. Espe- 


cially, as to the original, 3Ye]GQT “Af copies an error of the press, 


my correction of which to BYU “| was not heeded. See, for the 
purer text, pp. 23, 24, of the Appendix to my edition of the Sdnkhya- 
pravachana-bhashya. Ed. 


aTarta efa ware fagura: cafe 
Sraqaaetta 
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wrongly.’ How? ‘Through their being denied and not 
denied.’ There is non-denial, as far as regards their exist- 
ing at all; because all things [and things are made up 
of the Qualities,| are eternal. But there is denial, relatively, 
in Soul, of all things; just as is the case with the ima- 
ginary silver, for example, in a pearl-oyster, &c., or with 
the redness, &c., in crystal, &c.,! [which has no redness, 
without its following that redness, altogether and every- 
where, is non-existent]. 


b. This investigation is concluded. Now the considera- 
tion of Words, it having presented itself in this connexion, 
is taken in hand incidentally, at the end;’ [the Sankhya 
not allowing to Testimony a coordinate rank with Sense 
and Inference |: 


Veatanarfarat A PASTA: WS wus tt 


a Aph, 57. A word does not consist o 

Sieceh recied. [what the Yogas call] the ‘ expreseer ” 
(sphota) ; by reason both of cognizance 

[which would disprove the existence of such imaginary 


' qearearfata aaai mrt | eT 
STUTATAT a | TT BEITTATY: waar 
faurara BAA ITU: VATA 3a2- 
sft aut waatel afeeacaae: wafeat- 
reg at vitfeertered | 

‘sa fase wate: | erat weefaare: 
WARM TaA BPTI WIAA tt 
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thing,| and of non-cognizance, [which would, in like 
manner, disprove it]. 


a. It is held, by the followers of the Yoga, that there 
exists, in distinction from the several letters, an indivisible 
[unit, the] word, such as ‘jar,’ &c.,[which they call] the 
‘expression ;’' just as there is a jar, or the like, possessing 
parts, which is something else than the parts, viz., the shell- 
shaped neck, &c.; and that particular sound, termed a word, 
is called the ‘expresser,’ because of its making apparent 
the meaning: such a word [we Sankhyas assert, in oppo- 
sition to the Yogas,| is without evidence [of its existence]. 
Why?’ ‘By reason both of cognizance and of non-cogni- 
zance,’ [as thus]: Pray, is that word [which you choose 
to call the ‘expression,’] cognized, or not? On the 
former alternative, what need of that idle thing, [the sup- 
posed ‘expression’? For,] by what collection of letters, 
distinguished by a particular succession, this [‘expression’ | 
is manifested, let that be what acquaints us with the 
meaning. But, on the latter alternative, |viz., that it is 
not cognized|, the power of acquainting us with a mean- 
ing does not belong to an ‘ expression ’ which is not cog- 
nized. Therefore, the hypothesis of an ‘expresser’ is 
useless. Such is the meaning.” 


a ere ene re Ee Ser Sa SSRN rn AER A a I a 


1 For sphota, ‘eternal word,’ which the translator renders by 
‘expresser,’ and also by ‘expression,’ see Professor Cowell’s edition of 
Colebrooke’s Essays, vol. i., p. 331, foot-notes 2 and 3; and the 
translation of the Sarva-darsana-sangraha by Professors Cowell and 
Gough, pp. 209, et seq. 

It is likewise observable that, in what precedes and follows, sabda 
is variously rendered, besides that sabda and pada are not dis- 
criminated. £d. 


 paaawa stata aeart zarfeaaH- 
WARE Te sfa VTOTaTId BeAt- 
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b. The eternity of the Vedas was contradicted! before, 
[under § 45]. Now he contradicts also the eternity of 
letters :* 


a weataard araatadta: nub t 


A . F 
The eternity of letters Aph. 58. Sound is not eternal; be- 
ad cause we perceive it to be made. 


a. It is not proper [to say, as the Mimansakas say], that 
letters are eternal, on the strength of our recognizing, e.g., 
that ‘This is that same G’; for they are proved to be 
non-eternal, by the cognition, e.g., that ‘[the sound of] G 
has been produced’: such is the meaning. And the recog- 


aTzqaapastafcal aerqaaqia aa W- 
VPaTT: TeIwAsaaActAcUTAe F- 
Wa a wetsorarfas: | Fast wdtay- 
alfa | a wee: fa vated A aT aT 
aa aMaaearaal farafafred at sht- 
amd deanna farriga 
aal BW AMAA AIINIAT- 
fafcfa saat Maza: 1 


1 Pratishiddha, ‘demurred to.’ Kd. 

‘ud deat faa ufafoen | zaret 
aqufaaraata afaauta 

3 Négeda has QUAM. Ed. 
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nition has reference to the homogeneousness with that [one 
which had been previously heard]; for, otherwise, it would 


turn out that a jar, or the like, is eternal, inasmuch as it is 
recognized." 


6. He ponders a doubt : 


uafasaaaiataeraagy azar tue 


ee Aph, 59. [Suppose that] there is [in 

the case of sounds,| the manifestation 

of something whose existence was previously settled; as 
[the manifestation] of a [preexistent| jar by a lamp. 


a. But then [some one may say], of Sound, whose exis- 
tence was ‘ previously settled,’ the manifestation, through 
noise, &c., that alone is the object in the cognition of its 
production, [which you speak of in § 58]. An example of 
manifestation [of a thing previously existing| is, ‘as of a 
jar by a lamp.”® 


een eT 
ae A eR LN CR 


a vargd mart zurfenafaaraarae- 
faad a aaa wart earfenaaar- 
faurafasfiay: | pafaat a astdtaar- 
faufaaft | syerat azteca aafagat fa- 
aaratea i 

’ Ea | 

ax wafeeraraata We sieht 
nfrafaeraraatandidfaaa: | aifa- 
Sat seal Cara weit 
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6. He repels this :1 


VATA ASA ATSAIA tt Se 


Aph, 60. If the dogma of products’ 
Sal aks being real [is accepted by you], then 
this is a proving of the already proved. 
a, If you say that ‘manifestation’ means the taking of 
a present condition by means of rejecting an unarrived 
[or future,] condition, then this is our dogma of the reality 
of products [Book I., § 115]; and such an eternity belongs 
to all products, [not specially to Sound]; so that you are 
proving the already proved [or conceded]: such is the 
meaning. And, if ‘manifestation’ is asserted to be just in 
the shape of the cognition of what is presently real, then 
we should find [on your theory,] that jars, &c., also, are 
eternal; because it would be proper [on that theory,] that 
the object in the perception of production, by the operation 
of the causes [the potter, &c.|, should be that of knowledge 
only, as in the case of words, &c., and also in the case of 
jars, &c.; [for the jar is shown by the lamp, not made by 
it]. Such is the import.® 3 


' afcvecta tt 

* Sfrafaaaqaravaareaisia AGCATAT-. 
AMA FAA aAal ararafearaa4rey- 
faa yaaarararaata fagarafaaa:| 
af 4 adalaaal Ad Va araaraefuw- 
fuafaeud det aertaraty fauarafa: 
RUA Wary aeifeghy qraaTay- 
wfandttarasaraitaareta ara: i 


§ Vide supra, p.142,¢. Kd. 
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b. An objection to the non-duality of Soul, not pre- 
viously mentioned, is to be adduced ; therefore the refuta- 
tion of the non-duality of Soul is recommenced,! [having 
been already handled under Book I., § 149]: 


"ATSARTAA fastaeendta: i &9 i 


Nonduality of Soul Aph. 61. Non-duality of Soul is not; 


dened on grounds of for its distinctions are cognized through 
Inference. signs. 


a. That is to say : because it is proved to be really dif- 
ferent [in different persons], by the sign that one quits 
Nature [or escapes from the mundane condition], while 
another not docs quit it, &c.° 


b. But, he tells us, there is even sense-evidence destruc- 
tive of the non-distinction of Soul from things [that are] 
non-Soul, asserted in the Scriptural texts, ‘All this is Soul 


only,’ * * All this is Brahma only :’°°® 
ATATHATG WARATHTAT WER Ut 


arated war aRaty FTIR TAA 
fraaedarareataua: qaUeTa T 


2 Nagega, as also some copies of Vijnéna’s work, has alea- 


AIGA : non-duality of Souls.’ Ed. 
wafaarmannfefaaeaa fate 
aa: It 


4 Chhéndogya Upanishad, vii., xxv., 2. Hd. 
‘ aTalad ad Head aafafa WaTAAl- 
Saad T WEEE srARETaATE tt 


6 Fora very similar passage, vide supra, p. 243, near the foot. Hd. 
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Nodal dati Aph. 62. Moreover, there is not 
on grounds of Sense. [non-distinction of Soul] from non- 
Soul; because this is disproved by sense-evidence. 


a. That is to say: moreover, there is not a non-distinc- 
tion between the non-Soul, i.e., the aggregate of the ex- 
perienceable, and Soul; because this is excluded also by 
sense-evidence, [as well as by signs, (§ 61)]; because, 
if Soul were not other than the whole perceptible, it 
would also not be different from a jar and a web; 
since the jar, eg. would not be other than the 
web, which [by hypothesis,] is not other than the 
Soul: and ¢his is excluded by sense-evidence, which 
constrains us to apprehend a distinction! [between a jar 
and a web]. 


b. In order to clear the minds of learners, he illustrates 


this point, though already established : 


aaa aaa tl $3 


Aph. 63. Not between the two [Soul 
and non-Soul, is there non-difference] ; 
for that same [couple of reasons]. 


The reasons combined. 


a. ‘Between the two,’ 1.e., between Soul and non-Soul, the 
two together, also, there is not an absolute non-difference; 


‘saraafa aaa ated 
raaUhs ard | Ma Bae 
quatre: Vag | gee: aerahrar- 
AM | Aa eae AAT ATT TAG: 

’ faugfeaarcera cae faveata i 
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for the couple of reasons [given in § 61 and § 62]: such 
is the meaning.’ 


6. But then, in that case, what is the drift of such 


Scriptural texts as, ‘[ All] this is Soul only?’ To this he 
replies :° 


squrafaaarat aa ll G8 i 


Ge iceoazenid ancl Aph. 64. There it is for the sake of 
itself'to human frailty of — something else, mm respect of the un- 
understanding. ine ae : 

discriminating. 


a. That is to say: ‘in respect of the undiscriminating,’ 
with reference to undiscriminating persons, in the case of 
non-difference [between Soul and non-Soul, apparently 
asserted in Scripture], it is ‘there for the sake of some- 
thing else;’ i.e., the observation’ is [designed to be| 
provocative of worship. For, in the secular world, through 
want of discrimination, body and the embodied, the ex- 
perienced and the experiencer, are regarded as indifferent ;* 


wana aafsARATAa Aa AT- 
GAMA CATIA: It 

waaAaactaateadiat at Afar T 
fa | Aare 0 


3 To render anuvdda, which, as defined by Professor Cowell, 
signifies ‘ the reiteration or reinculcation of an injunction, it may be 
with further details, but without dwelling on the purpose of the 
injunction itself.’ Aphorisms of Sdndilya, &c., p. 75, foot-note. 
At pp. 24 and 25, he translates anwodda by ‘confirmatory repetition’ 
and ‘illustrative repetition.” Hd. 


‘afaaamnafaafaoearafa aated- 
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[and Scripture humours the worldling’s delusion, with a 
view to eventually getting him out of it]. 


6. He declares, that, according to the asserters of Non- 
duality [of Soul], there can be no material cause of the 
world, either :! 


2 ° ? . 
aTAIfagr aha seteareraaca fasas 
raTa Gu tt 
Tis Vedi: ayaa Aph. 65. Neither Soul, nor Igno- 
supplies no material for rance, nor both, can be the material 


eee! cause of the world; because of the 
solitariness of [Soul]. 


a. The soul alone, or Ignorance lodged in the soul, or 
both together, like a pair of jar-halves [conjoined in the 
formation of a jar], cannot be the material of the world; 
‘because of the solitariness’ of Soul. For things under- 
go alteration only through that particular conjunction 


SUQUAAUTAATaATATATS TAG: | ata fF 
noch arfaaaaaa aa- 
fead it 

' seaarfeat seTeUTeTaaITUAtY 4 a- 
TadeaTE tt 

2 According to Nagesa’s reading, ATTA, 


‘Ignorance’ is qualified as ‘ beginningless,’ or ‘eternal a parte ante.’ 


Veddnti Mahadeva reads, as do some MSS. of Vijnana, Aa 


artaat. 24 
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which is called ‘association ;’? hence the [ever] solitary 
Soul, without a second, since it is not associated, cannot 
serve as a material cause. Nor can it do so by means of 
[association with] Ignorance, either ; because the conjunc- 
tion of Ignorance has been already excluded by the fact 
of solitariness. Moreover, that the two together should be 
the material is impossible, even as it 1s that either, seve- 
rally, should be the material ; simply ‘ because of the soli- 
tariness.’? Suchis the meaning. And, if you choose that 
Ignorance should subsist as a substance located in the soul, 
as the air in the heavens, then there is an abandonment 
of the non-duality of Soul,’ [for which you Vedantis con- 
tend J. 


b. We himself [in Book I., § 145,] decided that the soul 
consists of light, [or knowledge]. In regard to this, he 
repels the prima facie view, founded on the text, ‘Brahma 


ern ea RN a EO 


‘aaa starataat atfre aa- 
fad at SoMa aaens A WUE Th- 
aqmeratsagara | a_reat fe a day- 
mfanaaaa carat fan vafai wat- 
SUMMIHAMAT HA Seta  AlaTera- 
aa | afagraia dqwageanfae- 
area ota faved | Weal oTeraaa- 
CAT ATA TATA TA HAT CATT ATT: | q- 
fe afaen caren wearfaat ma arqa- 
feud aaranteaetin: I 
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is reality, knowledge, and joy,’! that the essence of the 
soul is joy, also :? 


aRTATePaga TAerd ll Ge i 


Aph. 66. The two natures, joy and 
Pei ae and know ‘knowledge, do not belong to one; be- 
cause the two are different. 


a. A single subject has not the nature both of joy and 
of intelligence ; because, since pleasure is not experienced 
at the time of knowing pain, pleasure and knowledge are 
different : such is the meaning.® 


b. But then, in that case, what becomes of the Scripture, 
that it [Soul,| consists of joy? ‘To this he replies :* 


qufaqartra: ti &9 1 


1 The passage thus rendered looks as if it were taken, with the 
addition of its opening word, from the Brikaddranyaka Upanishad, 


iii., 9, 28; or Satapatha-brdhmana, xiv., 6, 9, 34. Kd. 
 aTTeTEa Tafa aa frais | 
ay aa fagqrard Tafa WATTS STT- 
wma: caeufafa vagy facraciia i 
 wqufad aaecdaapiaead a vata 
Ewa GAIAM FATA - 
feud: . 
‘ PaqaTaTeRTAAd: AT fa: | TATE | 
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ae Aph. 67. Metaphorical [is the word 
‘igeid ee erm em joy, in the sense] of the cessation of 
pain. 


a. That is to say: the word ‘ joy,’ in the Scriptural ex- 
pression which means, really, the cessation of pain, is 
metaphorical. This is stated in [the maxim], ‘ Pleasure is 
the departure of both pain and pleasure.’ ! 


6. He states the cause of this metaphorical employ- 
ment :” 


Fanfaatal AaTAaTA tt Gt i 


| Why the term was used Aph, 68. It is [as] a Jaudation of 
tn a sense not literul. emancipation, for the sake of the dull. 


a. That is to say: the Scripture, as an incitement to 
‘the dull,’ i.e., the ignorant, lauds, as if it were joy, the 
emancipation, consisting in the cessation of pain, which 
[cessation] is the essence of the soul ;**|for the soul is 
such joy as consists of the absence of pain]. 


6. In order to manifest immediately the origin, already 


‘ gafaqunata ata wrTeTRt TTT 
Ta: | aga ae EUAaTag efa | 

* Tat atsrarz 

Regrifa gufaqireamanmae- 
vate qeda ata: atifa raTATarT: I 


4 For another translation, beginning with the introduction to 
Aphorism 67, see the Hational Refutation, &., p. 34. Hd. 
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declared,’ of the internal organ, he repels the prima 
facie view, that the Mind is all-pervading }* 


aT aa AAG: CUT fale AATET Nee kt 


Aph. 69. The Mind is not all-per- 
vading; because it is an instrument, 
and because it 1s, moreover, an organ. 


The Mind not all-per- 
vading, 


a. The Mind, meaning the totality of the internal instru- 
ments,‘ is not all-pervading ; for it is an instrument, as an 
axe, or the like, is. The word ‘and’ [literally, ‘or,’ in 
the Aphorism,] implies a distributive alternative, [not an 
optional one]. The meaning is this, that, [while the 
whole of the internal instruments are instruments, | the par- 
ticular internal instrument, the third’ [the Mind, manas‘], 


1 Dr. Ballantyne, under the misapprehension that ‘ the subtile 
body’ was pointed to, here added, in brackets, ‘in B. III., §§ 14, 15, 
&e. Ed, 


MUR TS: YATRA ATASATI- 
Tad AaararaaeAUTa a 
3 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva seem to add the words 


. See th diately fol- 
arenteqayuiers ee the passage immediately fo 


lowing the aphorism. Kd. 


4 The term manas, the translator’s ‘Mind,’ denotes not only 
one of the three internal organs, but, sometimes, as here, all three 
taken together. See the Rational Refutation, &c., pp. 45, 46, text 
apd foot-notes. Hd. 


5 See Book II., Aph. 30, at p. 208, supra. Ed. 


8 The words here bracketed I have substituted for ‘the subtile 
body, mentioned under B, IIL., § 12, a.’ Ed. 


BOOK v., APH. 70. ovl 


is not all-pervading; because 7¢ is, moreover, an organ.! 
But knowledge, &c., pervading the body, are demonstrable 
as only of medium extent,” [neither infinite nor atomic]. 


6. Here, there being a doubt whether this be con- 
vincing, he propounds an appropriate confutation :° 


ufaartafasrd: U 9° t 


Aph. 70. [The Mind is not all-per- 
vading]; for it is movable ; since there 
is Scripture regarding the motion. 


Proof of this. 


a. That is to say; since, inasmuch as there is Scripture 
regarding the going of the Soul [which, being all-perva- 
ding, cannot go| into another world, it being settled that 
it is its adjunct, the internal organ, that is movable, [see 
Book I., § 51], it cannot be all-pervading.' 


1 See Book II., Aph. 26, at p. 206, supra. Fad. 

AAAI ATTRA A fad az 
waretentead | array aafaaraanay tt 
teamemracufaraa adie a fa- 
waa: | eearfaarartes qd Awau- 
fearaaatracea efau 

* PATA AHATHTATAAAAARATES Ut 

‘Saal Mara aTT aAUGUTY- 
VAT ATU afer fas a fad H- 
adie: ul 
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6. In order to prove that it is a product, he repels also 
the opinion that the Mind is without parts :! 


a frre aaprgeaa’ u 99 0 


Aph. 71. Like a jar, it [the Mind, ] 
1s not without parts ; because it comes 
in contact therewith, [i.e., with several Senses, simul- 
taneously |. 


The Mind has parts. 


a. The word ‘therewith’ refers to ‘organ,’ which occurs 
in a preceding aphorism, [§ 69]. The Mind 3s not with- 
out parts; ‘ because it comes in contact,’ simultaneously, 
with several sense-organs. But, ‘likea jar,’ itis of medium 
size, [neither infinite nor atomic], and consists of parts. 
Such is the meaning. And it is to be understood that the 
internal organ, when in the state of a cause, [and not 
modified and expanded, e.g., into knowledge, which 1s its 
product, ] 7s, indeed, atomic.* 


‘aTamqaada Aaa facaqaqaaty fa- 
trata Q 


* Tad ‘ in both my MSS. of Aniruddha, is changed, by 


a later hand, to ‘werfeat » the reading of Ved4nti Mahadeva. 
Ed. 


TS WaT wana | AA- 
at a farqaaanaateacact aye | 
fa q aceneafiara waaay: | 
AUIS VT ARTAUA TWA I 


BOOK V., APH. 72. 373 


6. He demurs to the eternity of Mind, Time, &c. :' 


nataresacareraaraaa ll 92 tt 


Aph,. 72. Everything except Nature 


Eternity belongs to what. : 
i hac i and Soul is uneternal. 


a. [This is] plain. And the Mind,? the Ether, &c., when 
in the state of cause, [not developed into product], are 
called Nature, and not Intellect,? &., by reason of the 
absence of the special properties, viz., judgment,’ &c.5 


6. But then, according to such Scriptural texts as, ‘ He 
should know Illusion to be Nature, and him in whom is 
Illusion to be the great Lord, and this whole world to be 
pervaded by portions of him,’® since Soul and Nature, 


e e ~ 
Baal fare afasuta tt 
2 Intended to represent antakkarana, ‘internal organ. Vide 
supra, p. 370, note 4. Kd. 
3 The very inferior, because ambiguous, reading, in the original, 
manas, I have changed to buddhi, and have displaced Dr. Ballantyne’s 
corresponding ‘Mind.’ £d. 


4 Vyavasdya, For its synonym, adhyavasdya, vide supra, 
p. 209, note 1. Ed. 


TAR | ATTA ATA TTT T- 
feat uatatatad aq gente arqarar- 
FATUITUTATATATT tl 


6 Swetdswatara Upanishad, iv., 10. Professor Gough trans- 
lates, differently : ‘ Let the sage know that Prakriti is Maya, and 
that Maheswhra is the Mayin, or arch-illusionist All this shifting 
world is filled with portions of him.’ A foot-note explains ‘ Mahes- 
wara’ as intending ‘ [swara, Rudra, Hara, or Siva.’ Philosophy of 
the Upunishads, p, 224, Ed. 
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also, are made up of parts, they must be uneternal. To 
this he replies :? 


TTR ATTA faa: 93 0 





‘Aq! Arata maid fagqrafaa a 
AeaTe | qaTaaTae a wafae 3- 
Ta | sarferafati: doagaircha aTaqant- 
efaunfata | TATE tt 


4 This reading is peculiar; many MSS. of Vijn4na, with which 
agree Aniruddha, Nagega, and Veddnti Mahddeva, having wT: ; 
Their elucidations of the aphorism here follow. Aniruddha: ¥{ 


MUA AA WIT TTA | 
PAPI: | ARATUATATS ATTA. 
tata aa: | Nigé: Unreafafaaa outta 
ATTA saaaTaafearay A Ud | then 


follows the quotation as in Vijndna. Vedanti Mahadeva: >: ATTT: 


Hwaifas Wa aaa aaa al WTAaa 
| ATMA fina: | Some MSS. of Vijndna 


have precisely the words of Nagesa, transcribed above, barring the quite 


immaterial substitution of vataqestaaa at the beginning. 


waTfaTa: is, without Gate the correct reading. Vijndna 


and Nagesa take it to denote ‘Soul and Nature;’ Aniruddha and 
Vedanti Mahadeva, ‘Nature’ only. Bhdgin means, literally, ‘that 
which is made up of parts,’ or ‘the Whole.’ Hence, ‘Whole’ is to take 
the place of Dr. Ballantyne’s ‘ Experiencer. It occurs again in 
Aph, 81 of this Book, at p. 379, infra. £d. 
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Aph. 73. No parts [from the pre- 

Beer era not sence of which in the discerptible, one 

might infer destructibility,] are found 

in the Experiencer; for there is Scripture for its being 
without parts. 


a. Parts are not appropriate to ‘ the Experiencer,’ 1. €., 
to Soul, or to Nature; for there is Scripture for their 
being without parts ; that is to say, because of such [texts | 
as, ‘Without parts, motionless, quiescent, unobjectionable, 
passionless.’ !? 


6. It has been stated [in Book I., § 1,] that Emancipa- 
tion is the cessation of pain. In order to corroborate this, 
he then repels the doctrines of others, in regard to Kman- 
cipation :° 


aATTreataataraiaara | tl 98 , 


A view of Emancipa- Aph. 74. Emancipation is not a 
tion disputed. manifestation of joy; because there 


at fata: Tea WNT Wawa a 
axa a facaaareya: | facnel fafead ara 
fara facaaa | zutfesera: 


3 Swetdswatara Upanishad, vi., 19. Professor Gough renders 
as follows: ‘ Without parts, without action, and without change; 
blameless and unsullied.’ Philosophy of the Upanishads, pp. 232, 
cae Ed. 


m+ afra rare SYA | ACTUNTATA 
aa arg utat Rahs facaTa 


4 Vedanti Mahadeva omits ate. according to my sole MS. 
Most probably, however, there is, ners a mistake of the copyist. Kd. 
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are no properties [in Soul, as, e.g., in the shape of 
joy]. 

a. There belongs to Soul no property in the shape of joy, 
or in the shape of manifestation ; and the essence [of Soul] 
is quite eternal, and, therefore, not something to be pro- 


duced by means: therefore, Emancipation is not a mani- 
festation of joy: such is the meaning.' 


a farrratfafaad tou t 


Aph, 75. Nor, in like manner, is it 
Second view disputed. [Emancipation,| the destruction of 
special qualities. 


a. Emancipation is, moreover, not the destruction of all 
special qualities, ‘In like manner.’ Because there are 
absolutely no properties [in Soul, (see § 74)]. Such is the 
meaning.” 


a fanonfafaftaaes tl 9% 0 


Aph. 76. Nor is it [Emancipation, | 
A third view disputed. any particular going of that [Soul,] 
which is motionless. 


a. Moreover, emancipation is not a going to the world 


' AAT Ea Sah HeIy TAT AT- 
fa eed a fauadfa A arraarena | 
Nal Aaah Aaray Za: tt | 

Rafat setsty a ate: | aaa 
farAATeaay: tt 


BOOK V., APH. 78. old 


of Brahmd;! because the Soul, since it is motionless, does 
not go. 


ATT UTTT haha: NMA TNA Ut 99 | 


Aph. 77. Nor is it [Emancipation, | 
the destruction of the influence of [intel- 
lectual] forms, by reason of the faults of momentariness, &c. 


A fourth view disputed. 


a. The meaning is, that also the doctrine of the Nihilist, 
that the Soul consists merely of momentary knowledge, 
that Bondage is the modifying thereof by objects, and 
that emancipation is the destruction of the influence 
thereof called Memory,’ 1s inadmissible ; because, by reason 
of the faults of momentariness, &c., [such] emancipation is 
not the Soul’s aim.* 


6. Ile censures another [conception of | emancipation 


of the Nihilist’s 35 


a aahafaraenrdanfeerara wt ot t 


a a erence atmo rennet 


1 See Book IV., Aph. 21, a., and Aph. 31, d., at pp. 301 and 310, 
supra. Lid, 


-samlatfacta 4 Areal waraar fates. 
Uda WIATATA | 


8 Vdsand; for which vide supra, p. 29, note 2. Ed. 


‘ afunaraaara aw faaararcat a- 
RAGAN VANAITY ATM Arey sla Aar- 
ferand aefa a afuaarfeeraa HTETRT- 
qeardearfeae I 

aifaaera Haat quate | 
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Aph, 78. Nor is it [Emancipation, | 
destruction of all; for this has, among 
other things, the fault of not being the Soul’s aim. 


A fifth view disputed. 


a. Likewise, the entire destruction of the Soul, which 
consists of knowledge, is not emancipation ; because, 
among other things, we do not see, in the world, that the 
annihilation of the soul is the soul’s aim: such is the 
meaning.’ 


wa WaAty ii 9e i 


A sixth view disputed. Aph. 79. So, too, the Void. 


a, The annihilation of the whole universe, consisting of 
cognition and the cognizable, is, thus, also, not emancipa- 
tion ; because Soul’s aim is not effected by Soul’s annihila- 
tion: such is the meaning.” 


dara faarmat efa a eurfeanit- 
sfq i to tl 


Aph. 80. And conjunctions termi- 
nate in separations; therefore, it [ Eman- 
cipation,] is not the acquisition of lands, &c., either. 


A seventh view disputed, 


' gaa: araaVafataca a 
MY MAAIS HA TeATAaTetatoy 
TIT: tt 

* Sasa aAaMNaATT Sa aA - 
ATTA TST aa ATT TTS: 
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a. From its perishableness, possessorship is not Emanci- 
pation. 


tata APTST EF Ut 


Aph. 81. Nor is it [Emancipation, ] 


An eighth view di d. ; ° ° 
se des conjunction of a Part with the Whole.? 


a. Emancipation is not absorption of ‘a Part,’ 1e., 
the Soul, into ‘the Whole,’ i.e., that of which it is fon 
the view in question, | a part, viz., the Supreme Soul ; for 
the reason assigned [in § 80], viz., ‘ conjunctions terminate 
in separations,’ and because we do not admit a Lord [ Book I., 
§ 92], and because, thus, self-dissolution is not Soul’s aim : 
such is the meaning.® 


] ° 
faarherareared a afatcta a 
2 Aniruddha writes as follows, in his elucidation of the eighty-first 


Aphoriem: YT HAUT ATW sara Aeray 
arTTaTa | ape. faa Tara aay 
Was: | His introduction to the Aphorism runs: A TITR] 
Trararat aninfa safe apt afafcfa 
aeaata | Ea. 


amare sitar arfafata war 
waft wat a are: darn fe fear 
TERA NY UATE aa waaqA- 
TRUTAATSTT: 


9 
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aifwarfeatmsuaqrrfanractaatrat- 
BvTAT We 


Aph. 82, Nor is it [Emancipation], 
moreover, conjunction with the [power 
of | becoming as small as an atom, &c.; since, as is the 
case with other conjunctions, the destruction of this must 
necessarily take place. 


A ninth view disputed, 


a. Moreover, conjunction with superhuman power, e.g., 
the assuming the size of an atom, is not Emancipation ; 
because, just as is the case with connexions with other 
superhuman powers, the destruction of this, also, follows, 
of necessity : such is the meaning.” 


aerfeueariista ae ub I 


Aph. 83. Nor, just as in that case, 
is it [Emancipation], moreover, con- 
Junction with the rank of Indra, &c. 


A tenth view disputed. 


a. Nor is the attainment of the superhuman power of 
Indra, &c., Emancipation,—just as is the case with other 
superhuman powers [such as assuming atomic bulk] ;—by 
reason of perishableness: such is the meaning. 


1 Both my MSS. of Aniruddha exhibit the questionable reading 


-faarraa . Ed. 

 afuarddasta a afatadrea- 
wages aay sefraqarfeaa: i 

* werepadarnatsta a afatratadarey. 
fasuratfeaa: 0 


BOOK V., APH. 85. ool 


6. He repels the objection of an opponent to what has 
been stated [in Book I., § 61], that the Organs are 
products of Self-consciousness :! 


a yanatarafatearararegttcar- 
Ad? Wu ts 


Aph. 84. The Organs are not formed 
of the Elements [as the Narydayikas 
assert|; because there is Scripture for their being derived 
from Self-consciousness. 


The organs whence. 


a. With advertence to the opinion that Power, &c., also, 
are principles, he repels the determination of categories 
[insisted upon by the various sects] of his opponents, and 
the notion that Emancipation comes through a know- 
ledge of these [categories] merely : * 


a agaafaqneararate: tl by i 


 shearararegiiiad Aga aT uTfan- 
faufa facracta i 

2 Vedinti Mahédeva has, instead of STESMICHA®, 
WEA Tae. La. 

‘waifeaata qeqaMieaag wT u- 
qantafaad aarararata a fara 
Ufa u 


4 NageSa and Veddnti Mahadeva add “ef, as does Vijnana, ac- 
cording to the best MSS. £d. 
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Aph. 85. The rule of six categories 
Vattenhihe object i is not [the correct one]; nor does 
Emancipation result from acquaintance 

therewith, [as the Vaiseshikas maintain |. 


aeuey aaa be ul 


Aph. 86. So, too, is it in the case 
And those of the ‘ ‘ 
Nydya, &. of the sixteen [categories of the 
Nydya), &e. 


a. In order to establish, what has been already stated 
[in Book I., § 62], that the five Elements are products, he 
rejects the eternity of the Earthy and other Atoms, which 
is held by the Vaiseshikas and others :} 


AGAMA AH ATTA: v bS | 


a ey ee Aph. 87. [The five Elements being 

cra products, as declared in Book I., § 61], 

Atoms are not eternal, [as alleged 

in the Nydya]; for there is Scripture for their being 
products. 


a. Although that text of Scripture is not seen by us, 
because it has disappeared, in the lapse of time, &c., yet 
it is to be inferred from the words of teachers, and from 


the tradition of Manu,” [Ch. I, v. 27]. 


TRATA TaTRATaraoTa AThy- 
RTPI urfiarennfreraaraafa T 


ayaa: at afadt gard aTera- 


BOOK V., APH. 88, 383 


6, But then, how can an Atom, which is without parts, 
be a product ? To this he replies :! 


a fini area vt I 


Ths Scripture decisive Aph. 88. Since it is a product, it is 
eee not without parts. 


a. That is to say: since the fact, established by Scrip- 
ture, of their being products, cannot be otherwise accounted 
for, the [so-called] Atoms of Earth, &c., are not without 
parts.® 


6. He repels the objection of the Nihilist, that direct 
cognition of Nature, or of Soul, is impossible; because 
[ forsooth, | the cause of a thing’s being directly cognizable 
is colour :* 





Wale AAAI ATATPATATUTSTA- 
Haq i 

‘aq farquamy uaa ad aaa 
Wa | aaqE ii 

2 Aniruddha reads FY APARNA. Ea. 

wfafesararaardaren ofaarg- 
wai a facaaqafaag: i 

‘paTETATaTAt A atafq ea 
eaTAltedeaterd Atferarerd fact- 
acifa 
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a SUPATATATATAUAaaa: ll be 0 


Aph. 89. There is no necessity that 
direct cognition should have colour as 
its cause. 


A cavil disposed of. 


a. It is no rule, that to be directly cognizable should 
result from colour only, [or other object of sense], as the 
cause; because direct cognition may result from Merit, 
&c., [viz., mystical practices, and so forth], also: such is 
the meaning.” 


b. Well, if that be the case, pray is the dimension of an 
Atom a reality, or not? With reference to this, he decides 
the question of dimension,‘ [as follows] : 


a ufaraarafaed eral Taya | eo i 


1 A marginal note in one of my MSS. of Aniruddha mentions 
aga° asa variant. Both my MSS. of Nagegsa have, erroneously, 


faaena. instead of -faqRraTa - Ed. 
2 Aniruddba and Vedénti Mahddeva have o WAATA:. 


Ed. 

-eurea fafearnmuadta faaat arta 
warfeaita arerenrtetarfeana: tt 

‘ vad faaquizara qwafet a tara- 
grat ufwarataad aca i 


~ 
5 One of my MSS of Aniruddha has UfcATat . Ed. 
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oe Aph. 90. There are not four varieties 
Dimension of what ‘ ‘ 
hinds. of dimension; because those can be 
accounted for by two. 


a. There are not four kinds of dimension, viz., small, 
great, long, and short; but there are only two sorts. 
‘ Because those can be accounted for by two :’ that is to say, 
the four varieties can be accounted for by merely two, the 
atomic [or positively small,| and the great. Such is the 
meaning. For the short and the long are merely subordi- 
nate kinds of the dimension called great; else we should 
have, e. g., no end of dimensions, in the shape of the 
crooked, &c.' 


6. He rebuts the Nihilist’s denial of genera,? [as follows] : 


afraunsty facarapiaaar Arat- 


TET il 9 Il 


Aph. 91. Though these [individuals] 
be uneternal, recognition, as being as- 
sociated with constancy, is of genus. 


Genus proved by re- 
cognition. 


RY Agee gatata ufvaraaratas 
vifia Sfaui d ada wal ana aaa | 
eraraaragar TATUPAT arafaeachrat- 
fewa: | ARULAMNIRN TAD fz 
Fada | saat qarfeat: oftararar- 
rasitef: u 

 araready aifttatantaata facracrfan 


3 N&gesa, according to one of my MSS. omits sofd. Ed. 
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a. Hence, he says, it is not proper to deny [the exist- 
ence of | genus: 


AT ACTATAREATT WR tt 


‘Hid notte Bedeuad Aph, 92. Therefore it | genus,] is not 
to be denied. 


a. But then [itmay be said], recognition is to be accounted 
for simply by a non-eristence, in the shape of the exclusion 
of what is not the thing [recognized] : and let this be what 
is meant by the word ‘ genus.’ To this he replies ? 


aTafrataend aTandta: ues u 


Genus positive, not Aph, 93. It [genus,] does not con- 
negative, . ° ‘ : 
sist in exclusion of something else; 
because it is cognized as an entity. 


a. That is to say: genus does not consist in exclusion 
[of something else]; because ‘This is that same’ is the 
cognition of something positive ; for, otherwise, the only 
thing cognized would be, ‘ This is not a non-jar.”* 


' PATS ATATATTATU WR SITE 
’ pacarafwetumnaaa veafrstaat- 
eatat aq a “ATATAT RTT | aaTe 


3 One of my MSS. of Nagesa has, pretty sieieual by mere error, 


area eer. Ea. 

a warafafa TATA aE a 
wail | Waa fe alraaae za 
daa 


BOOK V., APH. 95. O87 


b. But still, recognition may be caused by likeness. To 
this he replies :? 


TAMA ATSea WARTGaTal: tt es 


Likeness not a distinct Aph. 94. Likeness is not a separate 
principle. principle ; for it is directly appre 
hended, [as one manifestation of Community ]. 


a. That is to say: likeness is nothing other than same- 
ness in many parts, &c.; for it is directly apprehended as 
consisting in sameness ;? [the dikeness of a fair face to the 
moon, e.g., consisting in the sameness of the pleasurable 
feeling, &c., occasioned by the sight of either]. 


6. The conjecture, ‘ But then, let likeness be really an 
inherent power, and not [a modified aspect of | Community,’ 
he repels :3 


‘fravaranfaat Sfreqragaaay: teu ti 


‘aa aewatager cafe afsata | 
date tt 

 watsaaarfemaraetatte a atgs- 
afa wad wa aTaTaeqaaaae- 
fea T 

a capnfant wate Ben AT 

ehaitaitcliakc har akakciic ratte \ 

4 Aniruddha has Tawar. Ed. 
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Neva panini poe: Aph. 95. Nor is it [likeness, | a ma- 
nifestation of [something’s] own power; 
because the apprehension of it is different. 


a. Moreover, likeness is not the manifestation of a 
particular natural power of a thing; because the appre- 
hension of likeness is different from the apprehension 
of power. For the cognition of a power is not depen- 
dent on the cognition of another thing; the cognition 
of likeness, on the other hand, is dependent on the cog- 
nition of a correlative,! as is the case with the cognition 
of a non-existence ; so that the two conceptions are hete- 
rogeneous. Such is the meaning.’ 


6. But still, let the likeness among individual jars, &c., 
be merely that they have [all alike,| the name, e. g., of 
jar. To this he replies :? 


a dardfadaansfa un eg tt 


1 Pratiyogin; on which vide supra, p. 342, note 3. Ed. 

 qeat: SMifaantararaarersty A 
area wayrafara: arewtomatfaarey- 
wad | wfaard fe araufaaraarae 
aggre ua: ufaafnaraatya sra- 
waafeta qraaraareaafarrg: tt 

aa att verfedsaraata aerfex- 
wala RIGTAAR | awe It 


4 The reading of Nagesa is +f aatafaat: daan_ 
sfq. zz. 


BOOK V., APH. 97. 389 


. Aph. 96. Nor, moreover, is it [like- 
Nor the relation bee ‘ 
tween names und things. wie8s,| the connexion between name 
and named. 


a. Because even he who does not know the connexion 
between a name and the thing named may cognize a 
likeness,! [e. g., between two jars]. 


6. Moreover :” 


4 daefaaararaaaid tt es t 


Fs aan Aph, 97. That connexion [viz., be- 
tween name and named, | is not eternal ; 
since both [the correlatives| are uneternal. 


a. Since both the name and the named are uneternal, 
the relation between them, also, is not eternal. How, 
then, can there be, through ¢hat, the likeness of a 
departed thing in a thing present? Such is the meaning.® 


6. But then, though the correlatives be uneternal, let 


‘ daafearaanraatsta = arewagrat- 
fefa i 


sata a tt 

’ duafaarfaararauents a fa- 
VA Wa ad cardtaaqares Adar- 
aaeata Saferra: i 
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the relation be eternal, What is to hinder this? To this 
he replies :’ 


ala? daar ufaaTeHArsrararag lee 


| Aph, 98. The connexion is not so 
Another suggestion = [not eternal], for this reason, viz., 
repelled. Soe : 
because this is debarred by the evidence 
which acquaints us with the thing; [1i.e., the supposition 
is inconsistent with the definition of the term]. 


a. Connexion is proved only where disjunction incidentally 
subsists; because, otherwise, there is no room for the 
supposition of connexion ; the case being accounted for,— 
as will be explained,—simply by the natural state of the 
matter. And this incidental disjunction is impossible, if 
connexion be eternal. Therefore, connexion is not eternal ; 
for this is debarred by the very evidence that acquaints 
us with Connexion. Such is the meaning.‘ 


wa daaafarasta aan fra: VATA 
fart aa | ATE | 
2 Read ATS, ‘ not unoriginated,’ z.e., ‘not eternal,’ qualifying 


‘connexion.’ ‘ For this reason’ renders BY ¢{+. The reading ef 1°, 


the manuscript authority for which is of the slightest, is treated as if 
no better than a typographical error, in the corrigenda to my edition 
of Vijnana’s work. Hd. 


3 Aniruddha has, instead of -AT 9°, -HATU°. In the 


margin of one of my MSS. of his commentary is ,the variant 


-ATATATAT CL . Ed. 
‘arerfarafaart avg day: fafa | 
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6. But, on this showing, there could be no such thing 
as the eternal [connexion called] Coinherence' between 
those two eteruals, a Quality and the thing qualified ; 
[which Coinherence, or intimate relation, is one of the 
categories of the Nyaya]. To this he replies 


a AAATASHeA DATUTATATA Ul ee U 


The Category of In- Aph. 99. There is no [such thing 
timate Helation rejected. 41 Coinherence, [such as the Naiyé- 


yikas insist upon]; for there is no evidence [for it]. 


a. But then [it may be said], the evidence of it 1s, the 
perception that something is qualified [or conjoined with 
a quality which inheres in it], and the unaccountableness, 
otherwise, of the cognition of something as qualified. To 
this he replies :* 


WUT AAAUa Baas aoa Taa- 
AUATATAA | As arerfarat fart 
a daufaara wrata | aa: daeaTTaD- 
aaa arata fart: Maat ETT: tt 


1 Samavdya; of which the preferable rendering, proposed by 
Professor Cowell, is ‘interpenetration.’ Ed, 


aad faaaierfuaiaa: aaarat 
aMNareda | AATES | 

3 The reading of Nageéa is (ATOAS> His gloss runs: 
MAAS VATUTATSA STG: | za. 

‘aa afreqnae fafreqercaraae- 
faa WATUA | WATE I 
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DIANA AITAst UAYATATA 
aT ll 4oo 


Aph. 100. Neither perception nor 
inference [is evidence for the existence 
of Coinherence] ; since, as regards both alike, the case 1s 
otherwise disposed of.® 


This argued. 


a. Since, ‘ as regards both alike,’ 1. e., the perception of 
qualifiedness, and the inferring of it, ‘ the case is otherwise 
disposed of ;”4 viz., simply by the natural state [of the thing 
and its quslities|, neither of the two is evidence for [the 
imaginary category called] Coinherence: such is the 
meaning.° 


6. It is a tenet, that, from the agitation of Nature the 
conjunction of Nature and Soul takes place, and thence 
results creation. In regard to that, there is this objection 
of the atheists, that ‘Nothing whatever possesses the 
action called agitation; everything is momentary; where 


1 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha simply omits #{; while the 
“~ 
other has SAAYTUTAS: La. 


bo 
2 NageSa gives WAQTTAT A. Ea. 


8 Read, instead of ‘the case is otherwise disposed of,’ ‘the 
establishment [which they lead to] is otherwise. Ed. 


4 Seo the preceding note. Ed. 

saaafa dfremayt aca 4 
equeanaqraqfasd data AAAs WATT- 
faa: i 
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it arises, even there it perishes; therefore, no motion is 

proved to be inferrible from conjunction [of anything] with 

another place ;’ [the fruit, for instance, which appears to 

reach the ground not being that fruit, any longer existent, 

which appeared to drop from the tree]. To this he 
replies :! 

ex be ~ ~ 3 

aaaqaaa fears afew aaeattar- 

~~ 
uttedtd: 909 t 
Motion is matter of Aph. 101. Motion is not a matter 
il i of inference; for he who stands very 


near has, indeed, direct cognition both of it and of 
what it belongs to. 


a. In Book Second the different opinions were merely 
mentioned, that the Body is formed of five elements, and 
so forth ; but no particular one avas considered. In regard 
to this question, he denies the view of an opponent :* 


Waa: APA AA TAA AT TATA LT- 
frfa fas: | aad arfaarararerat 
aft arareat aenta faa ad aa a 
fua wlaad aaa faasadtaat a ext 
aATaarTaat feat faeadtfa | aware u 


2 Some MSS. of Vijnina omit W, as does Nagesa. Hd. 
8 Nagesa omits UW, Ed. 


—  fedrrenad wittar osetifaararte- 
SeuAael Talat ad fawaisaya: | WaT 
ucael afareata tt 


394 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


a uretifan wat aRATAUOTETATAT- 
TTA UN 902 I 
The Body ts of earth Aph. 102. The Body does not consist 
only, 


of five elements; because many [hete- 
rogeneous things] are unsuitable as the material. 


a. He will mention, that, whilst there 1s but one 
material, the material of every Body is earth :' 


a wafafa faaa arfaarfeaerfa faa- 
ATAATA | 903 1 


eels prachaaeadied Aph. 103. It [the Body, | i8 not, 
well as a Gross, Bodye necessarily, the Gross one; for there 
is, also, the vehicular [transmigrating or Subtile} one. 


a. Senses, [the organ of vision, for example,| distinct 
from the eye-balls, have been already mentioned. In 
order to substantiate this [point], he refutes the opinion, 
that the senses reveal what they do not reach to? 


AMINA Aa aeaUTAAIA: Aayt- 
War tt 908 tk 


‘waaeaaasty ufataiaert w- 
witafa aeafa 

* TAMA sta fcaratreara ope 
aCUUTEMAPeaTMTAM IAAT Ia TAT 
Ufa tt 
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Cinntiion Wien Aph. 104. The senses do not reveal 
SONNE: what they do not reach to; because 
of their not reaching, or because [else,] they might reach 
everything. 


a. The senses do not reveal things unconnected with 
them. ‘ Because of their not reaching.’ For we do not 
see that lamps, or the like, reveal what they do not reach 
to; and because, if they were to reveal what they do not 
reach to, we should find them revealing ad/ things, viz., those 
intercepted, and the like. Such isthe meaning. Therefore 
there is an organ, other than the eye-ball, for the sake of 
connexion with the distant sun, &c. Such is the import. 
And the instruments reveal the objects simply by deliver- 
ing the object to the soul,—for they are, themselves, 
unintelligent ;—as a mirror reveals the face. Or [in other 
words], their revealing an object is simply their taking 
up an image of the object.’ 


6. He repels the conjecture: But then, in that case, 
the opinion [of the Naiydyikas,| that the sight is luminous 


‘edqerarifena a varvata t 
WUTA: | welurctarananarwaaiedae- 
Danaea Wafeafearaqrarraay 
VHTAUG: | Wal qeTaarfedaenry 7AN- 
waltatcatateatata ara: | acurat at 
UAT AA TRISUAHIUEITa SAAT ASAT- 
Uy HaHa | ws arantata- 
ATTA ATU Taal 
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is quite right; for we see Light alone glide rapidly toa 
distance, in the form of rays :! 


a daiscatarad wydfaae- 
fate: v 90u tt 


The Sight not formed Aph. 105. Not because Light glides 
of Light. [and the Sight does so, too,] is the 
Sight luminous [or formed of Light]; because the thing 
is accounted for by [the theory of] modifications, [to be 
now explained |. 


a. The Sight is not to be asserted to be luminous, on 
the ground that light is seen to glide. Why? Because, 
just as in the case of the vital air, where there is no 
luminosity, the gliding forth can be accounted for through 
a kind of modification. Such is the meaning. For, as 
the vital air, without having at all parted from the body, 
glides out ever so far from the end of the nose, under the 
modification called breathing, [and thus smells a distant 
flower], just so the Sight, though a non-luminous sub- 
stance, without, indeed, quitting [connexion with] the 
body, all in a moment will dart off [like the protruded 
feeler of a polyp,| to a distant object, such as the sun, by 
means of the species of change called modification.” 


‘WAG VAIAAIAAA Ja AHA wa 
faruturaguaminetartefa ws fH. 
THT I 

 aweatsaada sefata ara aa aaa 
ara | Fai | Bastasty uraaqea afa. 
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b. But what is the proof that there is any such 
modification ? To this he replies :' 


DIATaAATMTHTEtatata: lt 90% tt 


Aph. 106. By the sign of the dis- 
Proof of his theory play of the attained object the 


of vision, that it ac- ‘ . é . 
Dae for the pheno. [existence of the] modification [which 


ment. could alone account for that display, | is 
proved. 


a. He shows [us| the nature of the modification, to 


account for the going, though without parting from the 
Body : 


APETURYT ATA Aha: AIRITY AV- 
dita wt 909 Ul 


Of the theory, further. Aph, 107. . The ‘modification’ is 
another principle than a fragment, or 


yeTUAGMaafwaa: | za fz ora: T 
Uradasta arararate: fared BT UATER- 
FAVA aA ATA AAS AAT “weenie 
sata qurenfrmararay Hfzaa ee 
qartea naaEttefa l 

REGGE EL fa WATTA | aaTE I 

? Senufeerfa mAATaa qa: aa 

enata I 
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a quality, [of the Sight, or other sense]; because it is for 
the sake of connexion that it glides forth. 


a. The modification is not a fragment of the Sight, or 
other sense, [serving as] the cause of the revealing of 
objects,—a part disjoined like a spark,—or a quality, 
like, e. g., Colour; but the modification, whilst a portion 
thereof, is something else than a fragment, or a quality. 
For, if there were disruption, connexion of the sun, &c., 
with the Sight would not, through it, take place; and, 
if it were a quality, the motion called ‘ gliding forth’ 
would be unaccountable; [for a quality cannot move by 
itself]. Such is the meaning.' 


6. But, if, thus, the ‘modifications’ are substances, how 
is [the term] ‘modification’ applied to the qualities of 
intellect, in the shape of Desire, &c.? To this he re- 
plies 


a 'gafaqARarnd wl 4b i 


* RYASTHSATAATEATT Faregferaya- 
faraim eorfeaqara a gfe: fa q aaa 
ema APTTUPa frat afi faa 
fz afa aera TAS: aafeaaant A aza 
TU aaUTRnfRaTTTTa fet: T 

wad qdiai waa aufaanrfeecate. 
Tay atest: | aE 


$ Aniruddha and Veddnti Mahadeva have the reading cay, 
Ed. 


BOOK V., APH. 109. tas Bs 


‘Mapabaeen. Aph, 108. It [the term ‘ modifica- 
be qualities, as wellus tion,’| is not confined to substances ; 
sa because it is etymological, [not techni- 
cal, and applies, etymologically, to a quality, as well]. 


a. Since it is also stated, in Scripture, that the sense- 
organs are formed of the Elements, the doubt may occur, 
whether the Scriptural texts are, perhaps, to be applied 
distributively, according to the difference of particular 
worlds. In regard to this, he says:' 


a eqesuurerareae4nteata- 
GA: tl 90e Ui 


The materials of the Aph. 109. Not though there be a 
organs everywhere the difference of locality, is there a dif- 


aes ference in the material [of which 


the organs are formed]: the rule is as with the like 
of us. 


a. Not through ‘ difference of locality,’ as the world of 
Brahma, and the like, is it, again, the fact, that the organs 
have any other material than self-consciousness; but the rule 
is, that those of all alike are formed of self-consciousness ; as 
is the case, e. g., with us who live in this terrestrial world. 
For we hear, in Scripture, of only one Subtile Body 


ed 


‘efearat alfaaaetfa wauirnc- 
faaratarased ataarae veya! a- 
az 

2 Some MSS. of Vijnana exhibit ~weaereifaa faaqA:, 


the lection of NageSa. Ed. 
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[made up of the organs], transmigrating generally 
through the different localities. Such is the meaning.! 


6. But then, in that case, how is the Scripture relating 
to the materiality [of the organs] to be accounted for P 
To this he replies :? 


fafaaauentasaes: 990 I 


Aph, 110. The mention thereof [ viz., 
A non-literal text ac- — ‘ps 
counted for. of materiality, as if it belonged to the 
organs,| is because there is [intended 
to be made, thereby, a more emphatic] mention of the 
concomitant cause.‘ 


a. There is designation as the material cause, in the 
case even where the cause is [but] concomitant, with a 


a Saalatfeenieat salfearmraAgar- 
ufafrarnertad fa mererdtat warts 
wmiafaq aamnaqegiiaaraaa: | ¢y- 
yeaa fagutiva dacwarwaai- 
ferra: i 

‘wad afaaeafa: aTAUTEATa | 


aaTE tl 
8 Probably from mere oversight, my MS. of Veddnti Mah4deva’s 
work omits o. Ed. 
ae 


4 Nimitta, ‘instrumental cause.’ Nimitta-kdrana is rendered 
‘occasional cause’ at p. 194, supra. Colebrooke’s representatives are 
‘ chief or especial cause ’ and ‘efficient cause.’ Ed. 
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view to indicating its importance ; just as fire is [spoken 
of as arising| from fuel, [which fuel is a necessary con- 
comitant of, though not really the substance of, the fire]. 
Hence are they [the organs,] spoken of as being formed of 
the Elements. Such is the meaning. For, only in reliance 
on the support of Light, or other Element, do the Organs, 
viz., the Sight, &c., [formed] from the accompanying Self- 
consciousness, come to exist; as fire, in reliance on the 
support of earthly fuel, results from the attendant Light,! 
[or Heat, which cannot manifest itself alone]. 


b. As the subject presents itself, he determines the variety 
that belongs to Gross Body :’ 


PAA BAAT aa faseTg feral arash 
afa a faaa: ul 999 0 


_ Aph. 111. The heat-born, egg-born, 
pegirietes of Gress omb-born, vegetable, thought-born, 
and spell-born ; such is not an exhaus- 


tive division [of Gross Body, though a rough and customary 
one]. 


'fafaasfa urnnafaaqalqreraag- 
emt vafa aiearefrafifa | sat vata. 
CADUET IIa | awatferdiwenag 
fe denradars arrdifcarta ata 
Taq urfaarrat quia aePATAAA St a- 
Lacifa t 


Tmrantind fard nagrenncata i 
2 D 
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a. It was stated, before, that Body has only one Element 
as its material. In this same connexion, he observes dis- 
criminatively, as follows :! 


aay ufqaaTe ATT ase: 
uaa tl 992 I 


Tiawedteaid of Uistiee Aph., 112. In all [Bodies] Karth is 

the material: in consideration [how- 
ever,| of some speciality, there is designation as this [or 
that other element than earth, as entering into the consti- 


tution of some given body], as in the preceding case 
[treated under § 110]. 


a. In all Bodies the material is Earth only. ‘In conside- 
ration of some speciality ;’ 1.e., in consequence of intensity 
through excess, &c., in the case of Body, as before [in the 
case of the Organs], there is, however, designation as con- 
sisting of Elements, five, or four, &c., on the ground only 
of there being a support, as in the case of the materiality 
of the Organs. Such is the meaning.” 


6. But then, since the vital air is the principal thing in 


Ce amen enaeaaet 





| TARTAR TATA ware t 
mana vega faves i 


* aay NUTy Ufsaarorersray | WATT 

TWIT | sarfuanfefreetreadt wsaaa- 

ufeifaaraaare uaafefearut fz. 
AATATAE RTH ATAT ATTY: N 
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the Body, let the vital air itself be the originant of the 
Body. To this he replies :! 


a tearm orwafafeanfsae- 
frre” 0 993.0 


a Aph. 118. The vital air is not [on 

PP 9 eee ie he the allegation that it is the principal 

thing in the Body, to be considered] 

the originant of the Body; because it [the vital air, or 
spirit,| subsists through the power of the organs. 


a. The vital air, consisting in the function of the organs, 
does not subsist in the absence of the organs. ‘Therefore, 
since, in a dead Body, in consequence of the absence of the 
organs, there is the absence of the vital air, the vital air is 
not the originant of the Body. 


6. But then, in that case, since the vital air is not the 
cause of the Body, the Body might come into existence 
even without the vital air. To this he replies : ' 


sstemseeiemeteiememepememioendiammeripenmemn eager entaaneenene maaan enn a 


ae TUS TUT BTUTMTEATT wa ezT- 
THIRST | TATE I 
2 Instead of afmaz:, Vedanti Mahadeva has atare:. 


Ed. 

 aTUafaeT: UTM: arafaarn a fore- 
fal Sat yates ATURTAA Oana 
DIU Catwera sf 

‘aq WIS eetarvara ora fanfa 
Cf VU | AANE 
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AACA RE NATA TATUA TAT UVAT- 
qDaaTA NU 198 I 


| Aph. 114. The site of experience 

as Boe 2 ‘[viz., the Body,] is constructed [only] 
through the superintendence of the 

experiencer [Soul]: otherwise, we should find putrefaction. 


a. ‘Through the superintendence,’ 1. e., only through 
the operation, ‘of the experiencer,’ i. e., Soul [literally, 
that which has the vital airs], is ‘ the construction of the 
site of experience,’ 1. e., the Body; because, ‘ otherwise,’ 
i. e., if the operation of the vital airs were absent, we 
should find putrefaction in the semen and blood, just as in 
a dead body. Such is the meaning. And thus, by the 
several operations of circulating the juices, &c., the vital 
air is a concomitant cause* of the Body, through the sus- 
taining of it: such is the import.° 


6. But then [it may be said], it is only the vital air, itself, 
that can be the superintender ; because it is this which 


oN 
1 Aniruddha reads "WQ Qs ; Vedinti Mahadeva, “Was: 
Ed. 
2 Nimitta-kdrana. Vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed. 


re: orfwatshrernamzrea abn. 
qaqa wits faara waa | sera o- 
TaTaTa WaNthaaa: wmirqwag_i- 
AACA CaS: | AAS THA aTUfearaz- 
fava: ural eget fafaaarca wrcaa- 
feta ara: 
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operates, not the Soul, since 7¢ is motionless, and since there 
is no use in the superintendence of what does not operate. 
To this he replies :! 


yaar careafarafacararag vu 99y tl 


a ne eee Aph. 115, Through a servant, not 
another's action’ ©” ~—‘irectly, is superintendence [exercised] 
by the master. 


a. In the construction of the Body, ‘ superintendence,’ 
in the shape of energizing, is not. ‘directly,’ 1. e., imme- 
diately, [exercised] ‘by the master,’ i. e., by Soul, but 
‘through its servant,’ in the shape of the vital airs; as 
in the case of a king’s building a city: such is the 
meaning.® 


6. It was stated before [Book II., § 1,] that Nature’s 
[agency] is‘ for the emancipation of what is [really, though 
not apparently,| emancipated.’ In reference to the objec- 
tion of opponents in regard to this, viz., ‘How can the 


Saperecom! 


aq praatarfirerad rata atarca- 
wera omifwa: azwearfeanurcentienr 
VAYAMA | AAS 


2 According to one of my MSS., the lection of Aniruddha is 


TATE. Ea. 

* Qefsara qronauafanad eifara- 
TAMARA Aer Fa T ATTRTT AT ST 
QM Ua: aaa saqU: 1 
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soul be eternally free, when we see it bound P’ with a view 
to demonstrating its eternal freedom, he says:? 


VATUATRATAY AMETAT tl 99% I 


Aph. 116. In Concentration, pro- 
Soul ever free. found sleep, and emancipation, it [Soul, | 
consists of Brahma.? 


a. Then what is the difference of emancipation from 
protound sleep and concentration? To this he replies: * 


zat: agian’ asta: i 999 tt 


| Aph. 117. In the case of the two, it 
ees imperfect +4 with a seed; in the case of the other, 
this is wanting. 


a. ‘In the case of the two,’ viz., concentration and pro- 
found sleep, the identity with Brahma ° is ‘ with a seed,’ 
i. @., associated with some cause of Bondage, [or reappear- 
ance in the mundane state]; ‘in the case of the other,’ 1. e., 


FATA WUT WA | Aa 
Santa fara auevatfefa atar- 
aad faaataaaaretaqane tt 

* See the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 33. Hd. 

afte a: qufararhnai _ fare: | 
aate tt 

4 Aniruddha has ATS; and so has Vedénti 


Mahadeva, according to some copies. Ed. 
6 Brahmatwa, the abstract of Brahma. Ed. 
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in emancipation, this cause is absent: this is the distinc- 
tion. Such is the meaning.} 


6. But then, Concentration and profound sleep are 
evident ; but what evidence is there of Emancipation ? This 
objection of the atheist he repels: ” 


aaica aaefa gearad aT ul 99th 


Aph. 118. But there are not the two 

The reality of Eman- [only]; because the triad, also [Eman- 

cipation. cipation inclusive], is evident; as are 
the two. 


a. The meaning is, that, since Emancipation, also, is 
‘evident,’ i.e., 1s inferrible, through the example of Con- 
centration and profound sleep, there are not the two, viz., 
profound sleep and Concentration, only ; but Emancipation, 
also, really is. And the argument is thus. The quitting 
of that identity with Brahma‘ which [identity] exists 
during profound sleep, &c., takes place only through a 
fault, viz., Desire, or the like, lodged in the mind ; and, if 
this fault be annihilated by knowledge, then there results 


eat: aaa: aatst Tera saated 
TaAAAITT Bra stwerara za fara 
Uy: tt 

aa aArThraget ge at are a fai a 
arufata arferaraa ufcecta 1 


3 Vedanti Mah&deva omits SQ{Q. Ed. 


4 Brahma-bhdva, the same as brahmatwa. Ed. 


408 THE SANKHYA APHORISMS. 


a permanent condition, quite similar to profound sleep, &c. ; 
and it is precisely ¢iis that is Emancipation.'* 


b. But then [suggests some one, with reference to § 117], 
granting, that, even notwithstanding the existence of the 
‘seed’ [or source of return to the mundane state,| called 
Memory,® a mental modification after the form of any 
object does not arise during concentration, inasmuch as 
Memory is [then] dulled [or deadened] by apathy, &c., yet, 
in the case of a person in profound sleep, sce Memory 
prevails, there will really be cognition of objects ; 
consequently, it is not proper to say that there is 
identity with Brahma during profound sleep. To this he 
replies :4 


earhigafagerda aryeatia eert- 
cafaaarad at qafrarreit wa fa dq at- 
a sueatare: \ MTA aa | aycaral 
at rept TRI FeeTTATSPTAERT ATE ay. 
afa a dara Aaa afar e wate fee- 
swiaqraen fiat wafa a ate eta tt 


2 See the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 33. Hd. 


5 Here and below, this renders vdsand, on which vide supra, 
p. 29, note 2. Kd. 


‘aa aeaareadtnaasta acrarfern 
ATAATH UTTAR Ala: GATT AT ag, 
GUN A AaAaMTaVTedgra afauaafa 
7 GENT AMEIAT Bala | AATE | 
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aaa arearay’ eyaarista a fa- 
FHA DUTTA TATA 998 Ue 


Aph. 119. There is not the revelation, 
by memory, of an object likewise during 
the conjunction ofa [more potent] fault 
[such as sleep]: the secondary cause does not debar the 
principal.’ 


Memory inactive dure 
tng profound sleep, 


a. As in the case of apathy, so, also when there is the 
conjunction of the fault of sleep, Memory does not reveal 
its own objects, does not remind us of its objects; for the 
‘secondary,’ the subordinate, Memory,’ cannot defeat the 





1 This I find nowhere; and I believe it to be without warrant. 
I have printed, agreeably to the reading of Aniruddha, Vedanti Maha- 


ec ° 
deva, and the best MSS. of Vijnina, QTHAQTAY EAT a7, 


and have noticed, in some copies of the last-named coinmentator, the 


< e 
variant (TAA FT SQTACAT eq. Nagesa has the latter 


reading, followed by etaarrra , with omission of safq. 
The Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya has 


QlTaqaTlat - Tqraeaqrua , for which I find no authority. 
Ed 


2 The rendering given above is susceptible of improvement; and 
so, very probably, is that which follows: ‘Where, moreover, there is 
influence from an obstruction [like that offered by sleep], mental 
impression does not inform one of objects [and, hence, one is then 
exempt from desires, &c., and in a state identical with that of emanci- 
pation]: a cause [of desires, &c.; and such is mental impression, ] 
does not countervail what is predominant, [e.g., sleep, which is, as it 
were, temporary Brahmahood or emancipation].’ 

Aniruddh3’s interpretation of this obscure aphorism, possibly by 
reason of his elliptical mode of expression, is far from clear. His view 
of its sense is, certainly, peculiar. Ed. 

8 Sanskdra, here used as synonymous with vdsand. Ed. 
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more potent fault of Sleep: such is the meaning. For 
the really more potent fault makes the memory powerless, 
incompetent to produce its effects ; [and so there is nothing, 
in this, to prevent identification of Soul with Brahma, 
during profound sleep, any more than during apathetic 
Concentration]: such is the import.’ 


b. It was stated, in the Third Book [§ 83], that the re- 
tention of a Body by him who is emancipated while still 
living, is ‘in consequence of a mere vestige of impres- 
sion.’* ‘To this it is objected as follows. Experience 
is observed, in the case of the [alleged person] emancipated 
during life, just as in the case of the like of us, [and this 
experience continuous, | even though it may be constantly 
in. respect of a single object: now, this is unaccountable 
[on the hypothesis of his really being emancipated]; be- 
cause the antecedent impression is annihilated, exactly on 
its having produced the first [instant of] experience, and 
because no subsequent impression arises, inasmuch as know- 
ledge debars it ; Just as is the case with Merit. To this he 
replies : ° 


‘aut aura aut faereraaiisfa afa 
Aaa A aweqrad wafaqqearea wa- 
fa aalt a fafaas adhe dare 
FAA AAI BAA AA: | aAa- 
qaq va fe aet araat gaat Sarasa 
atidita ara: 


2 Here, and often below, ‘impression’ is to render sanskdra. Eid. 


 gGarweawat sara RST TETUTTU- 
fafa adtarara aw aAATTATETTE | 
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va: dene: feafradat’ ad vfafsad 
PACNT ACHUATAAA:? ll 920 I 


An objection met to Aph. 120. A single impression [suf- 
the possibility of emanci- fices to generate, and] lasts out*® the 
pation in one still living. : ; 

experience: but there are not different 
impressions, one to each [instant of] experience; else, we 
should have a postulation of many, [where a single one may 


suffice]. 


a. In like manner, in the case of the whirling of the 
potter’s wheel, the self-continuant principle,® called motal 
inertia, is to be regarded as only one, continuing till the 
completion of the whirling.‘ 


6. It has been stated [$ 111,] that there are vegetable 
Bodies. He repels the objection of the atheist, that, in 
the case in question, there is not a Body, inasmuch as there 
is no knowledge of the external: ° 


aeaaa waeaftaarysmedtataa 
WT Gad Asda: TAA APTA 
VSR GATATIT SAU FT gTanfaa- 
aa anaereaiteta | aaa tt 


1 The reading -faaqdqe, found in several MSS., is a gross 
error. Ed. 


2 Read, instead of ‘lasts out,’ ‘brings about.’ Ed. 


3 This phrase is meant to translate sanskdra. Ed. 

* AAAI STS STA: TERT 
VaR VA WAUAATAAAa AMT BET: 

 Sfast wihadigqeaay | at aea- 
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a aeafefaaay qepreraatatraara- 
faquaterdtarata inpiaaa 
waaq uv 989 I 


Aph. 121. Knowledge of the external 
The Vegetuble organism + oye ° 
really a Body, is not indispensable [to constitute a 
Body]: trees, shrubs, climbers, annuals, 
trees with invisible flowers, grasses, creepers, &c., [which 
have internal consciousness], are, also, sites of experiencer 
and experience ; as in the former case. 


a. There is no necessity that that only should be a Body, 
in which there is knowledge of the external; but it is to 
be held that the being a Body, in the form of being the 
site of experiencer and experience, belongs also to trees, 
&c., which have internal consciousness; because, ‘as 
in the former case,’ meaning the putrescence already 
mentioned [see § 114], of the Bodies of men, &c., [which 
takes place] in the absence of the superintendence of an 
experiencer [the living soul], even in the same way do 
withering, &c., take place in the Bodies of trees, &c., also: 
such isthe meaning. And to this effect there is Scripture.” 


mrTrarastid aedifa arfaaraqcaae 
ufa tt 


1 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva here end one aphorism, and 
treat what follows as a second. Vijnana formally defends the reading 
to which he gives the preference. Ed. 


ta Tad aaa aa maicfata 
faqa: fa q qarctaraadararata at- 
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TAAA W 92 


Aph. 122. And from the Legal In- 
Law, as well as Scrip stitutes [the same fact may be inferred, 
ure, ts authority for ; . 
this. viz., that vegetables have bodies and 
are conscious |. 


a. But then, from the fact that trees, &c., also, are thus 
conscious, we should find merit and demerit accruing to 
them. ‘To this he replies :? 


Sear a: Harrah fare ea: 923 1 


Vegetables not moral Aph. 123. Not merely through a 
ayents. Body is there susceptibility of Merit 
and Demerit; for Scripture tells us the distinction. 


a. The vital spirit is not liable to the production of 
Merit and Demerit through a Body merely. Why? ‘ For 
Scripture tells us the distinction :’ because we are told, in 
Scripture, that the liability results just from the being 


PATTI WA AAA Ta WaaT- 
drat at Atafirer far aaarferdica 
ufarraataes qarfendteaty weqatfes- 
fama: | aa ay ata 


1 NageSa pretty evidently does not regard these words as an 
aphorism. —id. 


aq qaifeaad qaarda VATUATE- 
fanas: | date tt 
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distinguished by a Brahmanical Body, or the like [animal 
body, not vegetable]. Such isthe meaning.’ 


&. Showing that the liability to Merit and Demerit is 
solely through the kind of Body, he mentions how Body 
is of three kinds :? 


faur Fara Taw HAeTAAYTeeNT- 
SATE 928 I 


| Aph, 124. Among the three there is 
deere, three prin- % threefold distribution; the Body 
of merit, the Body of experience, 


and the Body of both. 


a. There is a threefold distribution of Body ‘among the 
three, 1. e., among those highest, lowest, and interme- 
diate,—all living beings,—viz., the Body of merit, the 
Body of experience, and the Body of both: such is the 
meaning. Of these, a Body of merit belongs to the pre- 
eminent sages; a Body of experience, to Indra and others, 
and to things immovable, &c.; and a Body of both, to 
the royal sages. Here the division is [not exhaustive, 
but] into three, because of the preeminence [of these]; for, 


~— 


'  ORATAT TaTUATUfaAt ard Taal | 
aa! atrerad:) arerurfecefafiersa- 
arfrancaaUifeay: it 

* Sarena HAriuat SIAC SAA AATE | 

3 Vedanti Mahadeva, if my single copy of his work may be relied 
on, omits this word. ud. 
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otherwise, we should have all alike possessed of a Body of 
experience,! [like Indra]. 


6. He mentions also a fourth Body :* 


a fa Premarataa: uv 92u i 
pA fourth hind of Aph, 125. Not any one [of these], 
ody. 


moreover, is that of the apathetic. 


a. That is to say: the Body which belongs to the 
ascetics is different from all these three; such as was that 
of Dattatreya, Jadabharata, and others; for they possessed 
bodies consisting of mere knowledge.’ 


6 In order to establish the non-existence of a Lord, 
which was stated before, he disproves the eternity of 


 FOTUTAAATIAA ATA Asafa fF. 
Da cafaant: Hew eesaeRdq xil- 
UY | AT HAR: UTATUT wee sT- 
aati wradrat aeaaeza crardfanfafa | 
aq urnaa faa fearitsara adeia 
TT TeRAIaa: I 

 aqaara WTAE | 


‘fararat withtaaaafaneafaay: | 
QQ CAAAMSATAT AAT AAT ATAATATAT- 


aeerateta | 
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knowledge, desire, action, &c., which is accepted by others! 
[as existing in the case of the Lord]: 


a qefeftaaarsafanasta fz 
AT tt Ae tt 


. Aph. 126. Eternity does not [as is 

Peete agatnsti@ alleged by those who wish to esta- 

blish the existence of a Lord,] belong 

to knowledge,’ &c., even in the case of the particular 

site, [viz., that of the supposed Lord]; as is the case 
with fire. 


a. That 1s to say: just as we infer, from the example of 
ordinary fire, that the empyrean fire,® also, is not eternal.‘ 


NAGATA ll 929 1 


‘TRIMPTAS WIAA aTNyqUd 


° ~ 

qaaraafefar ofarute tt 

2 Buddhi, rendered ‘intellect’ at pp. 196, &c., supra. Much as 
at p. 209, supra, Vijnana hereupon remarks : afacvarerazar- 
area Ata: tee. 

8 The world, viewed as Brahma’s egg, is fabled to be surrounded 
by seven envelopes. One of these is the dvarana-tejas, Dr. Ballan- 
tyne’s ‘empyrean fire.’ See Professor Wilson’s translation of the 


Vishnu-purdna (ed. 1864, &c.), vol. i., p. 40. I have to thank Prof. 
Cowell for this reference. £d. 


‘qu sifaaafeerrararudaatsa- 
faararqaraaay: i 
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Aph. 127. And, because the site 
on a gument really viz, the supposed Lord,] is unreal, 
[it matters not, in the present instance, 

whether knowledge, &c., may be eternal, or not]. 


a. But then, in that case, how can it, indeed, be possible 
that there should arise Omniscience, &c., adequate to the 
creation of the universe; since we do not behold, in mun- 
dane life, swch superhuman powers [though we do see 
some,| arising from penance and the rest [of the alleged 
means of acquiring superhuman powers]? To this he 
replies :' 


anfesasaefefafeaaranaadtar: 
N 926 Nl 


Aph. 128. The superhuman powers’ 
The height to which : . : 
asceticism may elevate, Of Concentration, just lke the effects 
of drugs, &c., are not to be gainsaid. 


a. That is to say: by the example of the effects of 
drugs, &c., even the superhuman powers of assuming 
atomic magnitude, &c., which result from concentration, 
and are adapted to the work of creation, &c., are esta- 


blished.* 


‘weaq Tarefeasiaaay waaifea 
aq aa dasafa ara auantfefaiaqr- 
waTenatteta | TATE Ul 

2 Vide supra, p. 310, note 4. Ed. 

* siaufefafserraa aria wafwat- 


fefaaa: qearguarfire: fawadttad: i 
2: 
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b. He refutes him who asserts that Thought belongs to 
the Elements; since this is hostile to the establishment 
(of the existence] of Soul :! 


a udaa naaree:’ aizasfa a ‘aiga- 
sfq Wh 92 tl 


. Aph. 129, Thought does not belong 

Mozument agans! to the Elements ; for it is not found 

in them separately, or, moreover, in 

the state of combination,—or, moreover, in the state of 
combination. 


a. That is to say: Thought does not exist in the five 
Elements, even when in the state of combination; because 
we do not find Thought in them, severally, at the time of 
disjunction ;* [and there can be nothing in the product 
which does not preexist in the cause]. 


eee ee cect mtn Ss SCP Pye eta th RN 


 ueafafenfagmaa aasaaarfert B- 
UTae tt 
2 Aniruddha has Daa AA: ; Nagesa, qe Tew. 


id, 
3 Both here and just before, Nagesa reads eqare, as does 


Vijnana, also, according to some MSS. ad. 
‘ derraraeararaty wsqay Vaal AT- 
fea farrrara Tea SaMEeiwAT: tt 


END OF BOOK V. 
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BOOK VI. 





Havine explained, in four Books, all the matter of the 
Institute, and having, in the Fifth Book, thoroughly 
established it, by refuting the opinions of opponents, now, 
in a Sixth Book, he recapitulates the same matter, which 
is the essence of the Institute, while condensing it. For, 
in addition [to what has preceded], an enumeration of the 
matters before mentioned, namely, a summary, having 
been composed, learners acquire an undoubting, accurate, 
and more solid knowledge; so that, therefore, Peieintibi 
is not here to be imputed as a fault; because the method 
is that of fixing a stake, [viz., by ‘repeated blows], and 
because arguments, &c., not previously stated, are adduced. 


WMI AMAAAIAATaTA it 9 tt 





STAI eAN AAMITATY nfaara 
UaALATA araafaTacata varsaerat 
aaa BIVANT ATA qerqaa FaAMagqa- 
eect | sara fe caerared fart 
aa frqrarnferarfaTaet eeatt ate 
BUY AA: CIUTARAAT A ATHIAM- 


Tae ATA Tiaeat TATA 


2 Vedanti Mahddeva, in my single accessible MS., reads 


afer Ea. 
> QUTATATA' , agreeably to Nagega. Lu. 
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Aph. 1. Soul is; for there is no 


The existence of Soul. pro of that it is not. 


a, Soul really is existent, generically; since we are 
aware of this, that ‘I think ;’ because there is no evidence 
to defeat this. Therefore, all that is to be done is to 
discriminate it [from things in general]. Such is the 
meaning.’ 


6, The discrimination of it he establishes by means of 
two proofs ; 


carfeanfatcatset Afrarg ue i 


Aph. 2. This [Soul, | is different from 
the Body, &c.; because of heteroge- 
neousness, [or complete difference between the two]. 


Soul is not Body, &c. 


aurauenreta u 3 


Aph, 3. Also because it [Soul,] is 
The usage of language : 
ee aime expressed by means of the sixth [or 
possessive, | case. 


a. That is to say: Soul is different from Body, &c., also 
because the learned express it by the possessive case, in 





aaa odtaaraaat wee: aTAT- 
aa: faa vate aeanAraMiaia | 
Baatqaanars AAAs: io 

ae fara taeda areata i 


~ 
3 Some copies of Veddnti Mabadeva’s work omit SJQT. Ld. 
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such examples as, ‘This [is] my body,’ ‘This [is] my 
understanding ;’ for the possessive case would be unac- 
countable, if there were absolute non-difference' [between 
the Body, or the like, and the Soul, to which it is thus 
attributed as a possession |. 


6, But then, suppose that this, also, is like the expres- 
sions, ‘The Soul’s Thought’ [Soul and Thought being 
identical], ‘Réhu’s head’ (the trunkless R&hu being ail 
head], ‘The statue’s body,’ &c. To this he replies :° 


a fraraaqefaarenarrararad lt 8 i 


Aph. 4. It is not as in the case of 
An olyection disposed of. the statue;* because there is [there] a 
contradiction to the evidence which acquaints us with 
the thing. 


ad. This expression by means of the possessive case, 


' Aae WH BAG shaftarefsgat wet- 
aquenrefy defer amt fraisaa- 
te TETAS TTT: I 

‘aa Rae Vat cet: fire: frar- 
waa witfaafeauerqeaaty vad | 
awe tl 


8 Aniruddha and Vedanti Mahadeva have THATTTR . 


Sildputra is ‘grindstone,’ aceording to the dictionaries ; sildpu- 


traka, in the few places where I have seen it, may well signify 
‘torso, Kd. 


4 With reference to the word thus rendered, see the preceding 
note, Ed. 
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[viz., ‘My body’ (§ 3)]is not like ‘ The statue’s body,’ &c. 
In such a case as ‘The statue’s body,’ there is a mere fic- 
tion ; ‘for it is contradicted by the evidence which acquaints 
us with the thing;’ [sense being the evidence that there 
is here no body other than the statue]. But, in such an 
expression as ‘My body,’ there is no contradiction by 
evidence; for the contradiction, by Scripture and other 
evidences, is only in Supposing the Body to Pe the Soul. 
Such is the meaning.’ 


b. Having settled that Soul is different from Body, &c., 
he settles its emancipation :” 


DUA AAT KAFTAT ty t 


Aph. 5. Through the entire cessa- 
tion of pain, there is done what was 
to be done. 


Souls aim haw accom. 
plished. 


a. But then, since there is an equality of gain and loss, 
inasmuch as, through the cessation of Pain there is the 


aerate ielentmetmneneminmme nied oem een teeta en ae ena enna gegen a amaneae ant 


‘fray witfaafered avtar- 
emt a vata! feared uftares. 
Tada arnfeaaarsa | aa wicfafa 
qed q WATT afd eerHarat wa 
wearfenarasrafeaa: i 

' terfemfafcaca yRarTaTa aah 
Haat : 
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ceasing of Pleasure, also, that cannot be Soul’s aim. To 
this he replies :! 


FA ERAT” WRIT A AAT Warez 


ATS: US tt 
= Aph. 6. Not such desire for pleasure 
sation for Pain. comp is there to Soul, as there is annoyance 
from Pain, 


a. And so the aversion to Pain, having excluded also 
the desire for Pleasure, gives rise to a wish for the cessa- 
tion of Pain simply; so that there is not an equality of 
gain and loss,’ [but a clear gain, in the desired release]. 


6. He declares that Soul’s aim is simply the cessation 
of Pain; because Pain is, indeed, abundant, in comparison 
of Pleasure :* 





‘ aq eaten qeant fradarre- 
qqada a At TREATY ata | aati 


2 Instead of amt:, some MSS. of Were commentary, as 
also Nagega and Vedanti Mah4deva, have au: ; and a marginal 


note in one of my copies of Aniruddha states this to be the true 
reading. kd. 


aaa Barta arfirafa eqeay 
¢ sefaqaraasi waadtia a qeaTaaae- 
fata l, 
‘ARUN gaa agaarety qafag- 
fata aeard SUT I 
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‘arate arsta aatfa 9 
Pleasure sparingly Aph. 7. For [only] some one, some- 


dispensed. where, 18 happy. 


a. Among innumerable grasses, trees, brutes, birds, 
men, &c., very few,—a man, a god, or the like,—are 
happy: such is the meaning.’ 


aefa cavaafafa eae fa:faod 
faaqqar: ub i 


Aph. 8. It [Pleasure,] is also mixed 
Pleasure undeserving with Pain; therefore the discrimina- 
of the name. : ‘ : 
ting throw it to the side of [and reckon 
it as so much,| Pain. 


a. He rejects the opinion that Soul’s aim is not the 
simple cessation of Pain, but this [cessation] tinctured 
with Pleasure :3 


qaAMIPTaerEaaataa zat Vta- 
TT Ue I 


1 Vedanti Mahddeva prefixes *{. Ed. 
* HAA AGIAN A YATA A CTT 
TACT | wet radar: i 
dae Cafargied gear: fe a3 aal- 
Wata Aaauracita 


‘ Aniraddha has Ma, Ed. 


me 
5 One of my MSS. of Aniruddha bas @fQQIq .° Ed 
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Aph. 9. If you say that this [cessa- 
tion of Pain] is not Soul’s aim, inas- 
much as there is no acquisition of 
Pleasure, then it isnot as you say; for there are two kinds 
[of things desired]. 


a. For we see, amongst men, quite adistinct aspiration : 
[the first,] ‘May I be happy;’ [the second,] ‘ May I not 
be miserable ;’ [and the latter is our conception of beati- 
tude].? 


6. He ponders a doubt :? 


FarypUATaatsaqaferd: tt 4° tl 


Aph. 10. The Soul [some one may 
suggest,| has no quality; for there is 
Scripture for its being unaccompanied, &c. 


Cessation of suffering 
$8. joy. 


A doubt. 


a. Therefore the cessation of Pain, indeed, [a property 
which does not belong to it,] cannot be Soul’s aim: such 
is the meaning.’ 


6. He clears up this® [doubt] : 


‘eat at eet a enfata fe were 
sitar Dryat saya ete 
* Eat 


8 Aniruddha has AACA N dgeéa, DWusa- 
Wa: - Ed. 


‘sagt a gufrafacty gear yd 


ww i 
° CATT Ul 
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uwaesty afatecfaaata 99 tt 


Aph. 11. Though it [the Pain,] be 
the property of something else, yet it 
exists in it [the Soul,| through non-discrimination. 


This cleared up. 


a. Though qualities, viz., pleasure, pain, &c., belong 
[only] to the Mind, they exist, i.e, they abide, in the 
shape of a reflerion, in it, viz., in Soul, ‘through non- 
discrimination,’ as the cause, owing to the conjunction of 
Nature with Soul: such is the meaning. And this has 
been set forth in the First Book.? 


6. The binding of Soul by the qualities [or fetters,] 
arises from non-discrimination: but from what does non- 
discrimination arise P With reference to this, he says :? 


marferfaeqatsarar elegans: i 42 0 


Aph. 12. Non-discrimination [of 
Two reasons why nun- . pasa 
discrimination musthuve Soul from Nature] is beginningless ; 
been from eternity. : as 

because, otherwise, two objections 
would present themselves. 


a. For, had it a beginning, then, if [first,] it arose quite 
spontaneously, bondage might befall even the liberated ; 





‘ wagarferurat Frauaaste aarata 
fats: nfafameturatiatactaaanfatiar 
MAAGRIAA TSA: | WAM AYATATS 
ofaarferr i 

* aha aera: Tea TUFAT sfaaaR fa- 
AAA FATAHTATATE I 
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and, if [secondly,] it were produced by Desert, &c., there 
would be a regressus in infinitum, inasmuch as we should 
have to search for another [previous instance of] non- 
discrimination, to stand as the cause of [that] Desert, 
&c., also: such is the meaning.’ 


6. And then, if it be without beginning, it must be 
everlasting. To this he replies :° 


a faa: Sreraaeraratasfa:’ 93 tt 


Mp daeniadins. Aph. 13. It {non-discrimination, } 
though from eternity, cannot be everlasting [in the same 
ay ee cent manner] as the soul is; else, it could 
not be cut short, [as we affirm that it can bel. 


a. It is not everlasting, indivisible, and beginningless, 
in the same way as the soul is; but it is beginningless, in 
the shape of an on-flow [which may be stopped]. For, 
otherwise, the cutting short of a beginningless entity 
would, as is established by Scripture, be unfeasible, 
[though the beginningless antecedent non-entity of a given 
jar may be readily understood to terminate, on the pro- 
duction of the jar]. Such is the meaning.* 


afer fz eqa warae FREI qaN- 
uf: afer a aaa vata acT- 
Nafqaaracraga saggy: it 

‘aa deatfente faa: orfefal a- 
az 

3 Nigese has Wrelaaerare: _ Ea. 

‘srmafaaisawimated vata fa q 
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b. Having stated the cause of [Soul’s] Bondage, he 
states the cause of Liberation :' 


wafaaaaUaTaASy ATTA 48 


Aph. 14, It [Bondage,] is annihi- 
lable by the allotted cause, [viz., dis- 
crimination of Soul from Nature]; 


as darkness is [annihilable by the allotted cause, viz., 
Light]. 


sata ufafaaan sarerfatanra vay i 


Bondage how destruc- 
teble, 


Aph. 15. Here, also, [viz., in the 
case of Bondage and Discrimination, 
as in the case of Darkness and Light,| there is allotment, 
[as is proved] both by positive and negative conso- 
ciation ;? [Liberation taking place where Discrimination 
is, and not where it is not]. 


This enforced. 


a. He reminds [us] of what was mentioned in the first 
Book,’ viz., that Bondage cannot be innate, &c :* 


Vaart: | aaa wta- 
fastacraacafwag: t 
' TURAN ATAACTATE tt 


2 Vide supra, p. 43, note 2, and p. 194, note 3. Prof. Cowell 
defines anwaya-vyatireka as ‘affirmative and negative induction,’ in 
his edition of Colebrooke’s Essays, vol. i., p. 315, note 3. See also 
his translation of the Kusumdnjali, pp. 7 and 23. Ed. 


8 Vide supra, p.8. Ed. 
‘gam carfaafea a seracitfa 
WUATATATA TATTATS 
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WARTUTAMTST aera WA TAT Ut 9% 


Aph. 16. Since it cannot be [ac- 
counted for] in any other way, it is 
non-discrimination alone that is [the cause of] Bondage, 
[which cannot be innate]. 


Bondage not innate. 


a. ‘Bondage’ here means the cause of Bondage, named 
the conjunction of pain. The rest is plain.’ 


6. But then, since liberation, also, from its being a pro- 
duct, is liable to destruction, Bondage should take place 
over again. ‘To this he replies :° 


a ae GAIAM SaATafasd: ll 99 I 


Aph. 17. Further, Bondage does not 
again attach to the liberated; because 
there is Scripture‘ for its non-recurrence. 


Bondage does not recur. 


1 Vedinti Mahadeva has WAITTAUIATATSS . Ea. 
"AUIS GRA TAaTUTIA | We 
a 
a Hate araaat faararTe g- 
aay; warfafa | TATE tl 


° Ld ? ? S = 
4 Vijndna and Nagega quote the text: | | UetT{qdqd | 
‘9 
Aniruddha and Vedinti Mah4deva cite the longer passage: SYTCT 


was: vafadt faawat a gacrada | 


See note 4, at p. 182, supra, Since that note was written, I have 


x 
observed thé words BITCH] AT WL GU, in the Brikadd- 
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HIRATA TAT WAG 


Aph. 18. Else, it [liberation,| would 


Evid his. : ; eed 
widence of this Hot be Soul’s alm, {which 1t is]. 


a. He states the reason why this is not Soul’s aim: ? 


sfararafaeray: ae 


Aph. 19. What happened to both 
Force of the evidence. would be alike, [if liberation were 
perishable]. 


a. That is to say: there would be no difference between 
the two, the liberated and the bound; because of their 
being alike liable to future bondage; and, therefore, such 
[perishable emancipation] is not Soul’s aim,’ [but emanci- 
pation final and complete]. 


6. But then, in that case, if you acknowledge that there 
is a distinction between the bond and the free, how 1s it 


ranyaka Upanishad, ii, 4, 5, and Satapatha-bréhmana, xiv., 5, 4, 5. 
Aniruddha, in his comment on an Aphorism which soon follows, the 
twenty-third, quotes them correctly, with their ensuing context; a 
fact which suggests that my criticism on Vachaspati Misra’s quotation, 
ventured in the note above referred to, may be hasty. Zd. 


1 Aniruddha, in one of my MSS., and Vedanti Mahadeva have 


BUTT ATA |. La. 
‘ AURA STATE I 
VIPAT aT SA ATs 
STAT ATTRA ATT: 
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that you have asserted | Book I., §19,] the eternal freedom 
[of a7 souls alike]? To this he replies :! 


afarvacraeaatat UT tl 20 0 


The nature of liberation. Aph, 20. Liberation is nothing other 
han the removal’ of the obstacle [to 
the Soul’s recognition of itself as free]. 


a. But then, in that case, since Bondage and Liberation 
are unreal, Liberation must be contradictory to the texts, 
&c., which set forth what is Soul’s aim, [as some positive 


and real acquisition, not merely the removal of a screen]; 
to which he replies :* 


aarafarre: tl 29 0 


An objection repelled. Aph. 21. Even in that case, there is 
no contradiction. 


a. That is to say: ‘even in that case,’ i.e., even if 
Liberation consists [only | in the removal of an obstacle, 
there is no contradiction in its being Soul’s aim. 


wad Teqaafarangqana fama 
HIATT | TATE | 
2 Nageéa reads OCT. Ld. 


3 The rare word dhwasti, ee rendered, Vijnana and Vedanti 
Mahadeva ea by dhwansa. 


‘aq aariteratfien ATA TeaT- 
varafarmregerttetatty ZUTE tt 

‘ aararaesae Araasfa FRAT eT. 
favre saa: 
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b. But then, if Liberation be merely the removal of an 
obstacle, then it should be accomplished through mere 
hearing [of the error which stands in the way]; just as a 
piece of gold on one’s neck, [which one has sought for in 
vain, while it was| withheld from one by ignorance [of the 
fact that it has been tied round one’s neck with a string], 
is attained, [on one’s hearing where it is]. To this he 
replies :! 


afiatvtaara faaa;® i 22 0 


Aph, 22. This attainment of Libera- 
tion, on the mere hearing of the truth, | 
is no necessity ; for there are three sorts 
of those competent [to apprehend the truth; but not all 
are qualified to appropriate it, on merely hearing it]. 


Another objection re- 
ed, 


a. He mentions that not mere hearing alone is seen to be 
the cause of knowledge, but that there are others, also :* 


SISTARACATA It 23 0 





Pas Vata S TaTAT 
aaa afafe: areanfaawauearatar- 
fafsafefa | aaiz i 


2 Nageéa, in some copies, and, according to some copies, Vijnina 
read SALUT. Ea. 


8 This Aphorism, as given, is a literal repetition of Book I., 70, 
at p. 87, supra. Ld. 


‘a Rae WAWA QT eeRTIAT- 
culate i 
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- Aph, 23. Of others [viz., other means 
Poveda lat ma besides hearing], for the sake of con- 
firmation, [there is need]. 


a. He speaks of these same other means :' 


farranatadtata a faa: Wi 88 tl 


isis Aph, 24. There is no [absolute] 
sibt ciperative: necessity that what is steady and pro- 
moting ease should be a [particular| 
posture, [such as any of those referred to in Book II1., 
§ 34]. 
a. That is to say: there is no necessity that a ‘ posture’ - 
should be the ‘ lotus-posture,’ or the like; because what- 
ever is steady and promotes ease is a [suitable] ‘ posture.’’ 


6. He states the principal means* [of Concentration] : 


wad fafaug Aa: 24 I 


The efficient meansof  Aph. 25. Mind without an object 
Concemralicn: is Meditation. 


a. That is to say: what Internal Organ is void of any 
modification, that is ‘Meditation,’ 1.e., Concentration, in 
the shape of exclusion of the modifications of Intellect : 
by reason of the identity [here,] of effect and cause, the 
word ‘cause’ is employed for ‘effect.’ For it will be 


' SAU ATUATAMNE 1 

saa umeaatfeaaar aif aa: 
fat ag a aaeqAAfAaT: tt 

* AT ATUAATE tl 
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declared how Meditation effects this' [exclusion of the 
modifications of Intellect]. 


6. But then, since Soul is alike, whether there be Con- 
centration or Non-concentration, what have we to do with 


Concentration? Having pondered this doubt, he clears 
it up? 


TUT PaTrsaqAaUfaaTys Ta: 


2% It 
Aph, 26. If you say that even both 
A distinction not with- . : sce 
out a difference. ways there is no difference, it is not so: 


there is a difference, through the exclu- 


sion [in the one case,] of the tinge [of reflected pain which 
exists in the other case]. 


a. But how can there exist a finge in that which is 


unassociated [with anything whatever, as Soul is alleged 
to be]? To this he replies :5 


fragsaarensfasata tt 29 I 


 qfare wemart vata ata ae 
arifaaqraraaed Ia: | ATAATTAT- 
HSA ATT: AA VAR: | WaT aaa 
slats aerAratteta i 
ay ara: geaRaQar ts ayi- 
aT] VA I 


ae fay STAT: | aATE A 
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Soul tinged by what Aph, 27. Though it [Soul,] be un- 
mes mol Lelong waar associated, still there is a tingeing 
[reflexionally,] through Non-discrimination. 


a. That is tosay: though there is not a real tinge in 
that which is unassociated [with tincture, or anything else], 
still there is, as i¢ were, a tinge; hence the tinge is treated 
as simply a reflexion, by those who discriminate the tinge’ 
[from the Soul, which it delusively seems to belong to]. 


4. He explains this same : 


aoreatcaarica aya: fa afaara: 


N26 i 
. Aph. 28. As is the case with the 
explainng "9 Presence Hibiscus and the crystal [Book I., 


$19, ¢c.], there is not a tinge, but a 
fancy [that there is such ]. 


a. He states the means of excluding the aforesaid tinge :' 


QTANTUPATa act arfehaeaawrey: ll 2e 


How to be got rid of. Aph. 29. It|viz., the aforesaid tinge, 
is debarred by Meditation, Restraint, 
Practice, Apathy, &c. 


frags wate urcarfia socrit aria 
aqargqut <q aadifa gear ufafas wal- 
au sta wafeaa surnfaafataras: 1 

’ wads faquitfa i 

* garararrTar fazraraTaarg 1 
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a. He shows the means settled by the ancient teachers, 
in regard to the exclusion—through Meditation, &c., 
lodged in the Mind,—of the tingeing of Soul :! 


MA ARIMA FAATATAT: Ul 3o l 


. Aph. 30. It is by the exclusion of 
Pr racia dogmaon dissolution? and distraction, say the 
teachers. 


a. That is to say: through the removal, by means of 
Meditation, &c., of the Mind’s condition of [being dissolved 
in| Sleep, and condition of [waking] Certainty, &c., there 
takes place also the exclusion of the tingeing of Soul by 
the condition; because, on the exclusion of any [real] 
object, there is the exclusion also of its reflexion: so say 
the ancient teachers.* 


6. He states that there is no compulsion that Meditation, 
&c., should take place in caves and such places ;* 


4 arafaaataanarera’ tl 37 t 


‘frafeararfen wererorfacrs 
uaraTafag at anata tt 


2 «Tnertness [of mind]’ is a better rendering of Jaya. Ed. 
‘wrafeat faa faeraa: wararfe- 
aaa fap qererta aaah 
wafa faatantie nfafamenta iia 
arent BISTay: tt 
‘ wrarel "etfemratraay — T 


6 Aniruddha has, to a very different effect, -Waiererata , 
‘\ 
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= Aph. 31. There is no rule about 
Fe ent a ake localities; for it is from tranquillity 


of Mind. 


a. That is to say: Meditation, or the like, results simply 
‘from tranquillity of Mind.’ Therefore, such a place as a 
cave is not indispensable for it." 


6. The discussion of Liberation is completed. Now, 
with an eye to the unchangeableness of Soul, he handles 
compendiously the cause of the world :? 


DRAMA AAA AIA AGT: Wl 3e I 


Aph. 32. Nature is the primal ma- 
Nature the material . : : 
of the world. terial; for there is Scripture [to the 
effect that the others are products. 


a. That is to say: since we learn, from Scripture, that 
Mind, &c., are products, Nature is established under the 
character of the radical cause of these.* 


6. But then, let Soul be the material. To this he replies :* 


His comment runs: QU] fqanarel | yafa aa a 
RAMATSTAT ll ve. 


' faanarerea wren | wat a 
Terfeerataaan eq: I 

SATA Atafaare: | zert wearafe 
urfaara srreartuaudecta i 

ARCA ATAMAAUTAa AMATT- 
aa vata: faadtae: tt 

‘ae URN Talore Aad | TATE 
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fasta ATH Aaa Ul 33 


. Aph, 33. Not to Soul does this [viz., 
Fae t material +) be the material of the world,] be- 
long, though it be eternal; because 

of its want of suitableness. 


a. That is to say: suitableness to act as material implies 
the possession of qualities, and the being associable: [and,| 
by reason of the absence of both of these, Soul, though 
eternal, [and, therefore, no product,| cannot serve as 
material,} 

6. But then, since, from such Scriptural texts as, ‘ Many 
creatures have been produced from Soul,’? we may gather 
the fact that Soul is a cause, the assertions of an illusory 
creation, &., ought to be accepted. Having pondered 
this adverse suggestion, he replies :° 


Afafaiearasl AAR AAATTATT: tl 38 


a Aph, 34. The despicable sophist' does 
rhs semewun- “not gain [a correct apprehension of | 
Soul; because of the contradictoriness 

[of his notions| to Scripture. 


‘ Tuaed afaed Wureraaraar aate 
araTaRay frarasta apareraafaad: i 


2 Mundaka Upanishad, ii.,1.,5. Kd. 

* aa aah WaT: YRaringan zarfeya: 
cea arunranaifeadrtearer saaa- 
wWtat EATAFTTE tt 


¢ 
4 fHere I have offered a substitute for ‘illogical outcaste.’ Ed. 
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a. That is to say: the various views, in regard to Soul’s 
being a cause, which are conceivable are, all, opposed to 
Scripture; therefore, the lowest of the bad reasoners, and 
others, who are accepters thereof,’ have no knowledge of 
the nature of Soul. Hence it is to be understood that 
those, also, [e.g., the Maiyayikas,| who assert that Soul 
is the substance of the qualities Pleasure, Pain, &c., are 
quite illogical; these, also, have no correct knowledge of 
Soul. And, if it be asserted that Soul is a cause [of the 
world], just as the sky is the recipient cause of the clouds, 
&c., [and stands, towards it, in the relation of a cause, 
in so far as, without the room afforded by it, these could 
not exist], then we do not object to that; for, what we 
deny is only that there is transformation® [of Soul, as 
material, into the world, as product]. 


b. Since we see, that, in the case of things motionless, 
locomotive, &c., the material cause is nothing else than 


1 ‘Lowest... . thereof’ I have put instead of ‘base illogical 
holders of these.” Kd. 


 FRaaUarat FF aa: darfaared 
aq wfafaear maar adtfa- 
AMIAAAHaASA a A vada: | 
vaatafa aRqarferataeraatfert- 
Sfa qartaat Ta CHAU AMANTa AT- 
wmiaayaaa | ate ararwerrarafyer- 
AMRMATAUIAT ACARI aAel aa 
fauran: uftarmara ufatnfeta i 
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earth, &c., how can Nature be the material of all? To this 
he replies :' 


MTIAsSha WUTaATsTaATTTT tl 34 


. Aph. 35. Though but mediately [the 

manne the ultimate cause of products], Nature is inferred 
[as the ultimate cause of the inter- 

mediate causes,]; just as are Atoms, [by the Vaiseshikas]. 


Vat HARA TA tt 3% 


Aph. 36. It [Nature,] is all-per- 
Nature all-pervading. vading ; because [its] products are seen 
everywhere. 


a. But then, only if it be limited, can it be said that, 
‘Wherever a product arises, there does it [Nature,| go [or 
act|;’ [for what is unlimited, and fills all space, can find 
no other space to move into]. To this he replies ;? 


MAA ISUTIACUT ATA ATTA tt 39 I 


Aph. 37. Though motion may attach 
to it, this does not destroy its cha- 
racter as ultimate cause; just as 1s the case with Atoms. 


An olyection parried. 


a. ‘Motion’ means action. Though it be present, 
this does not prevent its [Nature’s,] being the radical 
cause; just as is the case with the earthy and other 





 waraargaifey yfuartaraa arTT- 
MENA UF: AATUTSTAA | TATE lt 

aa ufthaansta aa artacrad a4 
TaHdifa THAA | AATE I 
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Atoms, according to the opinion of the Vaiseshikas: such 
is the meaning.’ 


nfaarfiat marae a faa: ul 3b 0 


Nature the proper Aph. 38. Nature is something in 


substitute for eight of addition to the notorious [nine Sub- 
the substances in_ the 


Nydya list. stances of the Naiydyikas|: it is no 
matter of necessity [that there should be precisely nine]. 


a. And the argument, here, is the Scriptural declaration, 
that eight [of the pretended primitive substances] are pro- 
ducts: such is the import.’ 


BUAlcaAdaara ACUATT tl 3 t 


Aph, 39. Purity and the others are 
Oe Site not properties of it [viz., Nature]; 
because they are its essence. 


a. That is to say: Purity and the other Qualities are 
not properties of Nature ; because they are what constitutes 
Nature.’ 


6. He determines the motive of Nature’s energizing ; 


‘aifa: feat areeasta aMarcaarar 
wefan ‘aafaaaa uf daruarta- 
waTa: Ul 

'RVITATAa araaaud wa aa zfa 

4Ta: |b 
"Vepaieel watered Arie wae 
facguuatfead: to 
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since, if we held the energizing to be without a motive, 
Emancipation would be inexplicable :! 


aisha Gay af: waa EAEA- 
AgTaT Ut 8o I 


Aph. 40. Nature, though it does not 

Nature's disinteresied- enjoy [the results of its own ener- 
gizing |, creates for the sake of Soul; 

like a cart’s carrying saffron, [for the use of its master. 


See Book ITI., § 58]. 


a. He states the concomitant? cause of diversified 
creation :* 


anata lt 89 


Aph. 41. The diversity of creation 
Nature treats every 


one according to his 18 In consequence of the diversity of 
deserts. Desert. 





‘waTAaayqa: watsaaaaurcata faery. 
AATFLOYTHTA ATTA AT 


2 Nagega is peculiar in giving, as an Aphorism, in substitution 
for these words, the clause from the introduction to it, printed just 


above, viz., fauge , &e., but ending with the nominative case 


aaa: . The Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-prava- 
chana-bhdshya has, as the Aphorism, very corruptly, in part: 


DUTTA ATATTTTS: le. 


3 Nimitta, on which vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Ed. 


‘ fafaaqel fafawarcaare tt 
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a. But then, granting that creation is due to Nature, 
vet whence is destruction ? For a couple of opposite results 
cannot belong to one and the same cause. To this he 
replies :’ 

— o a 
WMATTIAPA ATATAA tt 82 tl 
Aph. 42. The two results are through 
contrary resutsfrom  equipoise and the reverse of equi- 
poise. 

a. Nature is the triad of Qualities, viz., Purity, &c. ; 
and their ‘reverse of equipoise’ is their aggregation in 
excess or defect; the absence of this [reverse of equipoise] 
is ‘ equipoise :’* through these two causes two opposite 


results, in the shape of creation and destruction, arise from 
one and the same: such is the meaning.® 


6. But then, since it is Nature’s attribute to create, there 
should be the mundane state, even after [the discrimina- 
tive| knowledge, [which, it is alleged, puts an end to it]. 
To this he replies :* 





‘aa Aaa Tara: MAA ACA | 
A ARATHITUT RSH ATA AS | TATE 


3 Compare Book I., Aph. 61, a, at p. 71, supra. Ed. 

* arfequay WT Aa a AAR ATAT- 
faftanaa dead dara: ae ara 
epuaaaied gfenansed faeearaga 
TaAATAA: I 

‘aq wae grarrasarracata 
Bae: ATS | ATE lt 
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faraatera afe: WUT THAT tl 8s tt 


Aph. 43. Since [or when, ] the eman- 

ee fae. not cipated has understood [that he never 

was really otherwise], Nature does not 

create ; just as, in the world, [a minister does not toil, when 
the king’s purpose has been accomplished].! 


a. But then, Nature does not rest from creating ; for we 
see the mundane condition of the ignorant : and so, since 
Nature goes on creating, to the emancipated, also, Bon- 
dage may come again. To this he replies? 


areraadusta waren fafa 
ATA Wt 88 u 


Aph. 44. Even though it [Nature,] 
es ee may invade others [with its creative 
emancipated influences], the emancipated does not 
experience, in consequence of the absence of a concurrent 
cause,’ [e.g., Non-discrimination, in the absence of which 
there is no reason why the emancipated should be subjected 
to Nature’s invasion]. 





1 Compare Aph. 66 of Book III., at p. 267, supra. Ed. 

Tq DUTAS FRYUTAT Aaa a- 
ACCLANT AM FT MUTATeaT ARIA T- 
Ae: CATA | ARTE 

3 Some copies of Vijndna here introduce WMATA; and Nagesa 


has the lection faTRILT wafa. Ed. 


4 Nimitta, on which vide supra, p. 400, note 4. Hd. 
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a. But then, this arrangement could be possible then, 
[only] if there were a multiplicity of souls: but that is 
quite excluded by the text of the non-duality of Soul. 
Having pondered this doubt, he says:! 


TRIAS MAMTA: tt By | 


Aph. 45. The multeity of Soul [is 
Multeity of Soul 


sued /ronihe Veda. proved] by the distribution [announced 
by the Veda itself]. 


a. That is to say: the multeity of Soul is proved, abso- 
lutely, by the distribution of Bondage and Emancipation 
mentioned in such Scriptural texts as, ‘ Whoso understand 


this, these are immortal, while others experience only 
sorrow.” $ 


6. But then, the distribution of Bondage and Liberation 
may be through the difference of adjunct. To this he 
replies : ‘ 


‘ atay aaa aet aa ufe yeaage 
wa | aaa ravareaafearfrafaara 
Syre i 

So afegrqarat Waa AA. 
ae ARINA AAI TA YRTs- 
ea fandtay: i 

3 Sathpatha-bréhmana, xiv., 7,2, 15. Ed. 

‘ATURE AI «VTA! F- 
aE 
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surfuaafrat Ueda 8s I 


eee Aph. 46. If [you acknowledge] an 
supposition of Souls BAjunct [of Soul], then, on its being 
established, there is duality, [upsetting 

the dogma founded on in § 44]. 


a. But then, the adjuncts, moreover, consist of ‘ Igno- 
rance,’ | which, according to the Vedanta, is no reality]; so 
that by these there is no detriment to [the Vedantic dogma 
of] non-duality. With reference to this doubt, he says :? 


qrarata Warafacry: 89 i 


The Veddnta cannot Aph. 47. Even by the two the au- 
evade AOnsaUatty: thority is contradicted. 


a. That is to say: even by acknowledging the two, viz., 
Soul and Ignorance, a contradiction is constituted to the 
text, [which is alleged as] the authority for non-duality.’ 


6. He states another couple of objections, also :* 


eraraafareara WAI F ATUa- 
ATW 8b I 


1 Nigeda has SUTRAS ATR. Ee. 

aqoasufaga waa a deny 
TATUZTATATE tt 

uestsfrdta eraraagiqgaranaea- 
par wdfatyAcaay TIT: It 

‘ sorAta CaUgqzale 
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Aph. 48, The prima facie view [of 

The establishment of the Vedanta] is not [to be allowed any 
the Veddnta tenet implies a 

a contradiction, force, as an objection]; because, by 

[admitting] two, [viz., Soul and Igno- 

rance], there is no opposition [to our own dualistic theory 

of Soul and Nature]: and the subsequent [dogma, viz., 

that one single Soul is the only reality, is not to be allowed]; 

because of the non-existence of a proof, [which, if it did 


exist, would, along with Soul, constitute a duality]. 


a. But then, Soul will be demonstrated by its self-mani- 
festation. To this he replies :? 


DATTA here HARTA: U Be 


a Aph. 49, [And.] in its [Soul’s,] being 

ef gnanfestation con demonstrated by the light [of itself, as 

you Vedantis say it is], there is the 

[unreconciled] opposition of patient and agent [in one, 
which is a contradiction |. 


a. That is to say: if Soul be demonstrated by the light 
which Soul consists of, there is the ‘opposition of patient 
and agent ’® [in one]. 


6. But then, there is no contradiction [here,] between 
patient and agent; because it [the Soul], through the 
property of light which is lodged in it, can, itself, furnish 


Aa SVATIAATAT Graal | TATE ti 

2 Aniruddha has RAaAAataT: ; Nageéa, ail 
Baty. Ea. 

 SameUnaTNTaAfeEt «= aah. 
Wee TAT: tl 
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the relation to itself; just as the Vasseshikas declare, that, 
through the intelligence lodged in it, it is, itself, an object 
to itself. ‘To this he replies :? 


WaTZa Ws AaTWAta Fag: yo t 


—_ . Aph. 50. This [Soul], in the shape of 
age Te ee Thought, discrepant from the non-in- 
telligent, reveals the non-intelligent. 


a. But then, in that case, if duality be established in 
accordance with proofs, &c., what becomes of the Scriptural 
text declaring non-duality ? To this he replies :* 


a fafa uftat aura afere: 
Nu tl 


Aph. 51. There is no contradiction 
to Scripture [in our view]; because 
that [text of Scripture which seems to 


A salvo for the Vaidic 
view. 


‘aa afta aaadfate: afrenary- 
VACIU CST Adaya | qTart Afe- 
Hal Savard Ba erg fang za 
AaTE I 


x 
? Aniruddha has —Q@y . Ed, 


8 From this point, Vedanti Mahadeva, according to my one poor 
MS. of his work, has a very different reading, which, however, owing 
to the carelessness of the copyist, Iam unable to reproduc(: Hd. 


‘ ard ATU EU Sa fereraeaaa: 
al Tifa: | aaTE tt 
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assert absolute non-duality] is [intended] to preduce apathy 
in those who have desires, [and who would be better for 
believing in ‘the nothingness of the things of time ’]. 


a. He tells us that the assertors of non-duality are to be 
shunned, not only for the reason above mentioned, but, also, 
because of the non-existence of evidence to convince us 
that the world is unreal :! 


WTA AAAGE ATU ATA STAT ATA, 


Aph. 52. The world is real; because 
The world’s reality — - ai bi 
érrefragable. it results from an unobjectionable cause, 


and because there is {in Scripture,] no 
debarrer [of this view of the matter]. 


a. We see, in the world, that no reality belongs to dream- 
objects, or to the [fancied] yellowness of [invariably white] 
conch-shells, and the like; inasmuch as these are results 
of the internal organ, &c., when [not normal, but} injured 
by [i-e., under the injurious influence of] Sleep,? &c.: and 
this is not [the state of things] in the [waking] Universe, 
in which Mind is the first,* * {according to Book I., § 71}. 


‘a RAMA aIHatedafent gat aia 
a WCAAATACAVATU TAT ARTHAS I 


2 For ‘injured,’ &c., read, ‘impeded by the obstruction [offered] 
by Sleep.’ Hd. 


3 Instead of ‘in which,’ &c., read, ‘ [consisting of] the Great One, 
&e.” Ed. 


‘ fagitectacera: atafesraada aH 
feraugaiaarctanaard ara oe au 
Agepranaed are u 


2a 
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b. He declares that the Universe is real, not merely in 
its existent state [at any given instant], but, also, always :) 


DATTATIATATATST Sa: WU U 


Aph. 53. Since it cannot be [ac- 
counted for} in any other way, mani- 
festation [of whatever is manifested] is of what is real, 
[i.e., of what previously existed ]. 


Creation excluded. 


a. That is to say: since, through the aforesaid reasons, 
it is impossible that the unreal should come into existence, 
what does come into existence, or is manifested, is what 
really existed [previously,] in a subtile form. 


6. Though [it is declared that] the being the agent and 
the being the experiencer belong to diverse subjects, he 
asserts the distribution [of agency to Self-consciousness, 
and of experience to Soul, | by two aphorisms :° 


WEHTE FAT A TRA: wus t 


Aph. 54. Self-consciousness, not Soul, 


The real agent who. : 
is the agent. 


‘ahaa AACAACNTATAA Wo: wafy 
ad aeaae I 

* adr maha rcargarereaTreeeaT F- 
caagastiara Wadieag: | 

 aqateraaafiacagsty arqwra- 
uaTeatad Haga 
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facaqarat afmerenatistaearag uy u 


| Aph. 55. Experience ceases at [dis- 

wee sgn’ crimination of] Soul, [as being quite 

distinct from Nature]; since it arises 

from its {Soul’s,] Desert, [which is not, real/y, Soul’s, but 

which, while Non-discrimination lasts, 1s made over to 

Soul; just as the fruits of the acts of a king’s ministers are 
made over to the king]. 


a. He shows the reason for what was stated before, viz., 


that cessation of action does not result from enterings into 
the world of Brahma :' 


wofeatasuratatafraaRrard tt ue t 


Aph. 56. Kiven in the world of the 
Paradise no security > Wi as 
against transmigration, Toon, &c., there is return [to mundane 
existence|; because of there really 
being a cause [of such return]. 


a. © A cause,’ viz., Non-discrimination, Desert, &c.* 


6b. But then, through the counsels of the persons 
dwelling in these various [supermundane] worlds. there 


ought to be no return [to mundane existence]. To this he 
replies :! 


RL LL TT TT CT CCIE A OA te OS AD rt rt rR OPENACS 


eT ENE ce en 


‘ Taatarnttatrare facatarta y- 
ata HUM etata tt 

? Instead of ARATATE , Aniruddha bas WATT _ Ed. 

 fafawataqaaafena t 

‘aa aaetaarfanatvemearata: - 
a lease tl 
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“N < 
ae aaemitare: ward uo tt 
Aph. 57. Not by the counsel of 
[supermundane] people is there effectu- 


ation [of Emancipation]; just as in the former case, [the 
case, viz., of counsel given by mundane instructors]. 


This point enforced. 


a. But, in that case, what becomes of the text that there 
is no return from the world of Brahma? To this he replies :” 


uray aferat frafarafa: ub i 


ee ae Aph. 58. There is Scripture [declara- 

Pose a iad “e- tory] of Emancipation, [on going to the 

world of Brahma]; this [Emancipation] 

being effected [more readily in that world than in this, but 
only] by intermediacy [of the appropriate means]. 


a. He alleges the Scriptural text of Soul’s going [to the 
locality where it is to experience], even though it be all- 
filling,® [and can, therefore, have no place into. which to 
move]: 


Naa ATA Sera Tea 


AMT BAA tt ue i 


Anh. 59. And, in accordance with 


A nother. 
the text of its ‘ going,’ though it [Soul, | 


i a a 
em cremate at ng nt rea ee ap pantera tN Case SOTTO tnt APOE A ORR a A a 


1 Aniruddha has, instead of TATE, ARATE: Ea. 

wad TeetHearafaad: at Ifa: | 
ANTE I 

* afiqairasarart afaafraamneata i 
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is all-pervading, yet, in time, it reaches its place of experi- 
ence [or body], through conjunction with an adjunct; as 
in the case of Space. 


a. For, as Space, though it is all-pervading, 1s spoken of 
as moving to some particular place, in consequence of its 
conjunction with an adjunct, such as a jar, [when we say 
‘the space occupied by the jar is moved to the place to 
which the jar is carried ’], just so is it’ [here]. 


4. He expounds the statement, that the site of experi- 
ence {the body,] is formed through the superintendence 
of the experiencer,” [Soul]: 


safutram ufarranag@rr afate: 
ll Go Ul 


| Aph. 60. This {constitution of a 

FS art ae body| is not accomplished in the case of 

what is [organic matter] not superin- 

tended [by Soul]; because we find putrefaction [in organic 
matter where Soul is absent]. 


a. But then, let the construction of a site of experience 
{or a body,] for Experiencers |[i.e., Souls,] take place 


‘aa ara uurdsty enfastar. 
faaerquibrarnsratead aaafa i 

 Wrancirerrarradafrararata wea 
anmuasaatd it 

3°The reading of Aniruddha is ufaat Aaa , £4, 
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without any superintendence at all, through Desert. To 
this he replies :’ 


WEVA Veda qedrarsrarfeg- 
eRe ll & tt 


Aph, 61. If you say that [indepen- 
dently of any superintendence, | it is 
through Desert [that a Body is formed, 
it is not so]; since what is unconnected [with the matter 
to be operated upon] is incompetent thereto; as is the 
case with [unapplied]| water, &c., in respect of a plant. 


Desert not the maker 
of the Body. 


a. That is to say: because it is impossible that Desert, 
which is not directly conjoined with the semen and other 
[elements of the Body], should operate through Soul, in 
the construction of the Body, &c.; just as it is for water, 
&e:, unconnected with the seed, to operate through tilluge, 
&c., in the production of a plant.® 


b. According to the system of the Vaiseshtkas and 
others, it is settled that Soul is the superintendent, [in 
the construction of the Body], in virtue of its being con- 
joined with Desert. But he tells us, that, in his own doc- 


‘wafaetad fatatezartt atapay 4t- 
Madafaqara Aaq | AATE | 

2 Nageéa reads aedaqEe _ Ea. 

*warel ATeedaEase Wo feha- 
AY AAA T ETAT | WAT 


diaragaemt wirfeercaafeard: b> 
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trine, since Desert, &c., are not properties of Soul, the 
Soul cannot, through these, be the cause! [of the Body]: 


PTAA TATE ATTA Aa G2 tt 


Aph. 62. For this is impossible [ viz., 
that the Soul should, through its Desert, 
§c., be the cause of Body]; because it has no qualities 
for these [viz., Desert, &c.,] are properties of Self-con- 
sciousness, [not of Soul]. 


Reason for thts. 


a. And so, in owr opinion, it is settled that Soul 
superintends [in the causing of the Body,] quite directly, 
by conjunction simply, without reference to anything 
intermediate: such is the import.” 


6. But, if Soul be all-pervading, then the limitedness of 
the living soul, which is set forth in Scripture, 1s unfounded. 
To repel this doubt, he says: 


‘Sufuarfeaanera dasa: 
aitshrarqe witaaa | cafaara weerel- 
ATATH UAT AT ASIC HTseIAAa A G- 
aeRO T 

aa WAPRA TITATAIT AAPA 
Brees apace faeadtfa ara: 

* a sath aranete wfanfaarfed 
staufifaaaaqaTaT | atfrararegt 


ufvedare u 
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fafues slaarraaarfatara ui &3 it 


_ Aph. 63. The nature of a living soul 
se a limited and belongs to that which ts qualified, [not 
to Soul devoid of qualities, as is proved } 

by direct and indirect arguments.’ 


a. To be a living soul is the being possessed of the vital 
airs ; and this is the character of the soul distinguished by 
personality, not of pure Soul,” [which is unlimited]. 


b. Desiring, now, to set forth the difference between 
the products of Mind [or the Great Principle,| and of 
Self-consciousness, he first states the products of Self-con- 
sciousness ;° 


MEHTA Hafafeaawetar WAT- 
UMTATA 1 4B U 


Aph. 64. The effectuation of works 
is dependent on the agent Self-con- 
sciousness, not dependent on a Lord, {such as is feigned 
by the VuiSeshikas]; because there is no proof [of the 
reality of such }.* 


The real ayent what. 


a. By this aphorism are set forth, as are also established 


1 On anwaya-vyatireka, vide supra, p. 428, note 2. Ed. 
stad orfud TREAT ATE TRI 
UAT Ad RAAT tl 
° serelt HEceaTear: arate nfeifirar- 
CPARTTeTaCATHTAATES Ul 


4 Sce Book I., Aph. 92, at p.112, supra. Ed. 


9 
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by Scripture and the Legal Institutes, the creative and the 
destructive agencies of Brahma and Rudra’ [respectively |, 
owing to their adjunct, Self-consciousness,? [or per- 
sonality |. 


6. But then, grant that Self-consciousness is the maker 
of the others, still who is the maker of Self-consciousness ? 
To this he replies :° 


WVIAC aAMAAAA tt Sy tt 


Aph. 65. It is the same as in the 


The real agent whence. oe 
? arising of Desert. 


a. Just as, at the creations, &c., the manifestation of 
Desert, which sets Nature energizing, results solely from 
the particular ¢ime,—since, if we were to suppose other 
Desert as the instigator of this, we should have an infinite 
regress,—just so Self-consciousness arises from time alone, 
as the cause; but there is not another maker thereof, 
also : thus, the two [cases| are alike : such is the meaning.* 


1 This is an appellation of Siva. Ed. 

Sat TAUTSHTUUTYA AATRAT: F- 
frderadd yfaafafasafa ofacr- 
feaa 

AA AARCATUSAAT HATA TF: 
Hal Vaate l 

‘aa whey vafaaaaarhrate: 
RAALIATAI SAA ACSTAHATATSI F- 
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AASAT WS it 


Orthodox recognition Aph. 66. The rest is from Mind, [the 
of Brahmd, Siva, und 


Vishnu, put forward, Great Pr inciple}. 


a. What is other than the products of Self-conscious- 
ness [or personality], viz., Creation, &c., that, viz., Preser- 
vation, &c., results from the Great Principle alone; 
because, inasmuch as it consists of pure Goodness, having 
no Conceit, Passion, &c., it is moved solely by benevolence 
towards others: such is the meaning. And by this apho- 
rism is established the character, as Preserver, of Vishnu, 
owing to the Great Principle, as adjunct’? (of the soul, 
which, without adjunct, would neither create, preserve, 
nor destroy (see § 64) |. 


6. It has been stated, before, that the relation of 
Nature and Soul, as experienced and experiencer, is 
caused by Non-discrimination [of the one from the other]. 
Here, what is Non-discrimination, itself, caused by? 


WASAARIVASTAAASAL: AMAA A- 
faarea aad ad aariia atacaadifa 
VATAMATAA TA: 

| HERTHA CT CAS TATTLE a- 
Ewes wate is aie 
MATa At TUATHA AHA: rae: 
Baad T TAT agaeatuifra faeit! ora 
arTAUUTedA | 


@ 
2 The text here followed is very inferior. Ed. ‘ 
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With reference to this doubt, he states that all phi- 
losophers reject, in common, the doubt whether we should 
have an infinite regress, on the supposition of a stream of 
Non-discrimination ; because this [regress | is vadid;' [since 
an infinite regress which is in conformity with the truth 
is no sound cause of objection | : 


aafafia: nad: eearferrasaarfedt- 
aTgtad | G9 I 


Aph, 67. The relation of possession 
Vee and possessor, also, if attributed [as it 
detriment to the argu- ig by some,| to Desert, in the case of 
ate Nature [and Soul], like [the relation of] 
seed and plant, [which takes the shape of an infinite re- 
gress of alternants|, is beginningless. 


afaaqatataar at cata: u St 


Aph 68. Or [the case is, likewise, 
one of an infinite regress,| if it [the 
relation between Nature and Soul,| be attributed to Non- 


discrimination [of Soul from Nature], as Panchasikha 
[holds]. 


A second. 


afsaafafaan: vafrreaaray- 
= aia ArTHA | aaifaaa wa fafa. 
zarTaTaTarafadarcaeaa Sva- 
mut ha Taegan: wrarfwaaata ufrerz: 
WAAHeaNTA BATT 
® FFTAAA: is the reading of Aniruddha. Eu. 
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fagutttataa fa aateATaTy: tl Se i 


Aph. 69. [The case is the same, | if, 
as the teacher Sanandana does, we 
attribute it [the relation between Nature and Soul,] to 
the Subtile Body, [which, in the shape of its elemental 
causes, attends Soul, even during the periodical annihila- 
tions of the world]. 


A third, 


a. Tle sums up the import of the declarations of the 
Institute 2 


Tal adel dgfata: vearaefafa: we 
BTA: tl go tt 


Aph. 70. Be that the one way, or the 
other, the cutting short thereof [viz., 
of the relation between Nature and Soul,| is Soul’s aim ; 
the cutting short thereof is Soul’s aim. 


The summing up. 


' MTT ITAA Uae It 


THE END. 


CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS. 


IN THE BODY OF THE PAGE, 


P. 12, 1.19. Instead of ‘indestructible,’ read ‘impracticable.’ 

P, 23,1.7. ‘That is to say,’ &c. See, for a more correct ren- 
dering, the Rational Refutation, &c., p. 63. 

P. 25, 1. 2. Read, instead of ‘your own implied dogma,’ ‘the 
dogma which you accept.’ 

P. 32, 1.8. The reference to the second note is omitted. 


P. 35,1.14. Way BYTCHT is the reading of Aniruddha and 
Nagesa; WORTH . that of Vijnana and Vedanti Mahadeva. 


P, 44, 1.3. Aniruddha has aaatqara. 
P. 46,1. 14. Read, instead of i aed, aw. 


P. 562,1.10. ‘That is to say,’ &c. For another version, see the 
Rational Refutation, &c., p. 119. 


P. 66,1.7. Read farture, 


P. 58, 1,13. Almost certainly: this interpolation was taken trom 
the Serampore edition of the Sdukhya-pravachana-bhdshya. My 
copy of that work was lent, in 1851, to Pandit Hirananda Chaube, 
who prepared, for Dr. Ballantyne, the Sanskrit portion of what 
corresponds to pp. 1—183, sepra, in which, additions, compressions, 
interpolations, and other alterations lawlessly made by him, and 
scholia of his own devising, were introduced with regrettable fre- 
quency. 

P, 59, 1. 15—p. 61, 1. 18. For another rendering, from a text 
here and there somewhat different, see the Rational Refutation, &ce. 

pp. 12, 1s. 


P, 69, 1.10. Read ag:. 


P. 85, | 18. ‘This Ignorance,’ &c. The original of this is i., 
v., 4, of the Vishnu-purdna. 


P43, 14. Read - STAC 


P, 149,1.1. Read ‘is ent 
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P. 199, 1.5. ‘An internal’ is better. 

P. 216, 1.8. Instead of ‘it is one with the internal organ,’ read 
‘the internal organ is really one.’ The implication is, that buddhi, 
ahankdra, and manas really make one whole, called manas, in the 
wider sense of that term. 


P. 233, 1.8. Read ade sta. 


P. 246, 1. 12. Remove the brackets which enclose ‘ promoting.’ 
Compare p. 433, 1. 7. 
P. 272, 1.16. Read ‘family ;’ i.e., as.’ 


P. 292, 1.9. Read faReTad. 
P. 437, 1.10. Read aaa: ; 


IN THE NOTES. 
P.13, 1.1. Read capnfaararararye , and remove, 


in p. 12, a., the brackets enclosing the words ‘ the positive destruction 
of.” Dr. Ballantyne’s maimed expression I find nowhere but in the 
Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya. 


P.18,1.2. Read faaerared. 
P. 30, L 1. Na&gesa has tafaaa: , which Vijnfina and 


Vedanti Mahadeva recognize as a reading. 
P. 35, 1.5. Read ‘Aniruddha and Nagesa have.’ 


P. 39, 11.5, 6. See, for the true reading of what is here given 
corruptly, the Chhdéndogya Upanishad, vi., ii., 1, 2. 


pa ticas 
P. 47,15. Read TAAAINA. 
P. 54, 1.3. In the Serampore edition of the Sénkhya-pravachana- 


e -~ 
hhdshya, the reading 18 qeadd & SITATA , which obviates 


the anacoluthism spoken of in p. 53, note 4. 4 
P. 54, 1.4. ,From the Indische Studien, where referred to at the 
foot of p. 53, it appears that Professor Weber found, in th> Amrita- 


bindu Upanishad, v. 18, here quoted, WlUA: ; Lien of 


ITAA. Compare, further, Gaudapada’s Mdndtikyopanishat- 
Kdrikd, in, 4, et seq. 
P. 55,1. 4. Read, instead of ‘ Vedaati Mahadeva,’ ‘ Nigesaa 
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P. 63, 1.4. Read fauta. and so in p. 70, |. 5, and 


p. 107, 1. 6. 

P. 64,1.1. Read vdsand. 

P, 64,1. 4. The verses in question also occur as ii., 32, of Gau- 
dapada’s Mandikyopanishat-kdrikd. They are quoted and trans- 
lated in the Rational Refutation, &c., pp. 189, 190, where they are 
professedly takeg, I cannot now say how tenably, from the liveka- 
chiddmani, which is credulously affiliated on Sankara Acharya. 


P, 68, 1.6. Read ATATHT= . 
P.77,1.1. Read Q4{Q dT. 


P. 102,14. Read SATATATE: 
Ne ] 


P. 118, 1.3. The quotation in question is xvi., 3, 4, of the Yogu- 
vdsishtha. For a more correct translation of it, see the Rational 
Refutation, &c., p. 214, 

P. 182, 1. 7. For emendations of sundry matters in note 4, 
see p. 429, note 4, 

P, 20-4, 11.2, 3. The Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana- 


bi 

bhashya has mafugta , answering to its fuera in the 
-~. 

Aphorism; also, BLWMYTATAUA AT UTS. 


P. 326, 1. 6. Read ‘clerical.’ 


In the foregoing pages, reference has been made, again and again, 
to the Serampore edition of the Sdnkhya-pravachana-bhdshya 
published in 1821. Ofthe imperfections of that edition some notion 
may be formed from the facts, that it gives, as if they were com- 
mentary, no fewer than twenty-six of the Aphorisms, that it wholly 
omits six others, repeats two, curtails or mangles several, and, more 
than’ once, represents, as Aphorisms, fragments of Vijnana’s ex. 
position Still, if great liberties have not been taken with his 
materials by the pandit who prepared it for the press, it may be 
considered as possessing the value of an inferior manuscript. Hence 
i¢ has be-n thought worth while to extract from it, as below, its 
principal peculiar readings of the Aphorisms, over and above those 
already remarked on. The pages and notes reterred to are those of 
the present work. 
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~ 
Boox I. Aph.2. TYAS. Aph.24. ATASTS. Aph. 42, 


THTTAT AUT ATA: 1 Aph. 43. PS is omitted. 


Apb. 67. As in the MSS. spoken of in p. 82, note 3, Aph. 73. 
SMeAOT. Aph. sl. A HAT ATCTATAT TT Aph: 97. 
farqarafata. 

Boox IL. Aph.3. Only Y] WMAWAATA RIS: | 


Aph. 6. As in Aniruddha. See p. 190, note 3. Aph. 26. “af 
is inserted. See p. 206, note 1. 
<x 


Boox II. -Aph. 12. SqTAeed AEA. Aph. 15. TF is 
omitted. See p, 235, note 3. Aph. 63. fatmate . Aph. 66. 


me 
fatads . See p. 267, note 8. 


Boox IV. Aph. 26. qe. . See p. 305, note 3. 


Boox V. Aph. 4. Vd, instead of sa Ca. Aph. 6. of 
is added at the end. Aph. 33. As in Aniruddha and Vedints 


Mahadeva. See p. 338, note2. Aph. 39. Araraay: . Aph. 40. 
“Wate: . See p- 344, note 3. Aph, 51, As in Vedénti Mahadeva. 


See p. 352, note 4. Aph. 57. BAS: , instead of BAlzT- 
CAR. Ws. Aph. 80. aata:, instead of zfa. Aph. 89. 


AgG.Ae. See p. 384, note 1. Aph. 98 -AQTATHTaTqI 
rN \ 
See p. 390, note 3. Aph. 120. faattataaayr. Aph. 123. 


SPEAR: | instead of SETA: 
Boox VI. Aph. 11. UTYRTTC. Aph. 13. Ny fata- 
fT , instead of UIT AAA: . Aph. 26. BUTS. 





